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ABSTRACT 

The "new traditional student population in our nation's universities has been 

steadily increasing for decades and this trend continues. It is prudent for universities to 

examine how to design and evaluate intervention strategies and student services to 

motivate these students to persist because they contribute to improved GPA scores for 

all students and are the preferred students of faculty members. However, since there is 

no standard set of criteria for defining this population, it is not known who these 

students are. Therefore data reported on these students' persistence rates are 

questionable and student services are inadequate. Defining these students by a standard 

set of criteria is needed to adequately identify a more differentiated population within 

universities so that services and intervention strategies can be provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

According to the Chronicle of Higher Education's Almanac (1998), the 18-24 

year-old traditional student population comprises the smallest segment of the student 

population in Arizona (9.3%). National trends showed a 26% increase in students aged 

25 and older between 1975 and 1979 (Magarell, 1981). A 42% increase in the thirty to 

forty-four-year-olds was expected during the 1980s (Hodgkinson, 1983). Even though 

it is suspected that this trend continues today, more recent sources of information 

related to reporting increases in these older students are not available. A search for more 

recent data was conducted with no success. It is therefore speculated that attention to 

this trend, at least for the purposes of conducting further research, is minimal. 

However, the University of Arizona seems cognizant of these trends evidenced 

by data that is gathered on students who are not considered '^traditional." Currently, at 

the University of Arizona, "non-traditional" students represent approximately 18 % of 

the overall student population (Student Research Office, 1999). The accuracy of this 

figure, however, is questionable because of a lack of an agreed-upon definition of the 

non-traditional student. 

The term "non-traditional student" has historically been used to describe a 

particular population of students in our nation's universities students (those students 

who do not enter college immediately after high school graduation). These students 

are referred to by a variety of terms such as commuter students, re-entry students. 
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returning students, and most recently new traditional students, etc. The term new 

traditional student is thought to have originated at the University of Arizona in the early 

1990's when a group of these older students came together to discuss issues and the 

need for student services designed uniquely for this population. It was reported by Ann 

Wolnick, Program Director, Student Programs, that the term "non-traditional student" 

was offensive and negatively implied that these students did not fit the mainstream 

student population at the University of Arizona. It was further reported by Ms. Wolnick 

that these students, along with a faculty advisor, coined the term "new-traditional 

student". Therefore, because of this precedence, and throughout this thesis, the term 

"new-traditional student" will be used when referring to this population of students. The 

term "traditional student" will be used when referring to students who enter college 

immediately after graduation fi-om high school. 

Categorizing students as one or the other (traditional vs. new traditional) is a 

subjective process relative to what criteria are used to determine an appropriate 

categorization. This subjectivity helps to create the justification and rationale for this 

study. 

Defining the new-traditional student population by age alone (e.g., >25), as the 

University of Arizona does, inadequately describes a profile of these students. The age 

alone criteria assumes a homogeneous population, when in reality, it creates a 

heterogeneous population. For example, an age alone definition does not account for a 

27 year-old student who has been persistently enrolled in higher education since 

graduating from high school, or for a 24 year-old student who is married with children 
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and working at a full time job. Furthermore, heterogeneity, inherent in currently defined 

new traditional students, because they vary in so many ways, makes it difficult to design 

student services and/or provide intervention strategies for these students to improve 

persistence rates. 

Historically, student services are inadequate or have not been created for this 

population. Through initial research, it was found that these students receive few, if any, 

services at most universities investigated. It is therefore believed that because there is a 

lack of an appropriate method for categorizing students, it is difficult to determine how 

institutions can meet the needs and thus retain this student population. Using a sound 

theoretical framework and empirical research to design intervention strategies and 

student services could be employed to accomplish this, but only after this student 

population is better defined. The purpose of this thesis, then, is to examine 

undergraduate student data that are currently reported at the University of Arizona to; 

• Make policy/procedure recommendations about how new traditional students are 

defined. 

• Propose a set of more specific criteria for identification of new traditional students, 

so that 

• Interventions can be designed for the purposes of motivating new traditional 

students to persist to graduation at the University of Arizona. 

• Follow-up contact can occur to leam reasons for new-traditional students' failure to 

persist as undergraduate students at the University of Arizona 
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Because of the suspected increase in this student population, and as a possible offset 

to enrollment declines due to smaller birth cohorts among traditional-aged college 

students (Cookson, 1989), institutions might want to pay attention to retaining this new 

adult population. Additionally, if new criteria were developed to more adequately 

define this population, the percentage of new traditional students at all institutions 

might actually be shown to be much higher than has been previously reported or 

suspected. If this is true, then it is prudent for universities to examine current practices 

to determine if these students' needs are being met. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Although there is an abundance of literature available on persistence and 

motivation of university students in general, little information is available relative to 

persistence issues of new traditional undergraduate college students. This population 

has only recently been identified as an important factor for consideration when referring 

to retention of university students. The phenomenon of the return of the more mature 

student to the university is a relatively new trend just recognized in the early 1980s. 

Prior to that decade, attention to the new traditional student was minimal because they 

represented only a small segment of the student population of this country's 

universities. However, the proportion of what is considered the new traditional student 

population represents an increasing percentage of the university undergraduate student 

population. For example, the University of Arizona considers 18% of its undergraduate 

student body to be new traditional students (University of Arizona Student Research 

OfHce, 1998). However, the accuracy of this figure is questionable because, beyond age 

(>25 years), no criterion is used to identify this student population. Additionally, using 

an age alone criterion, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(1987) reports that in the 1981/82 school year, students over 25 years of age represented 

over 35% of the total higher education student population in the United States. 

Therefore, a considerable number of students in our nation's universities are most likely 

not receiving student services that are uniquely designed to serve their specific needs. 
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Because this population is increasing in numbers and has been identified as 

having unique needs, it is prudent that examination of the literature regarding these 

students relate to the specific needs and characteristics of the more mature learner. 

Therefore, six areas of the literature were reviewed relative to the issue of persistence of 

the new traditional student. These areas include: (1) definition of the new traditional 

student; (2) retention and motivation of adult students; (3) adult learning constructs; 

(4) student services specific to adults; (S) student records management; and (6) as a 

theoretical framework, Lewin's change model grounded in field theory. 

Definition of the New Traditional Student 

Defining the new traditional student, as pointed out in Chapter 1, is a complex 

and difficult task. It was found, through initial investigation, that universities across the 

country use a variety of criteria to define the new traditional student. Aside from 

defining them by criteria, however, it is important to first know who these students are 

and what characteristics they represent. It is vital to avoid the pitfall of treating adult 

students as a homogeneous group. Such generalizations disguise the fact that actual, as 

well as potential, adult students come from a great diversity of backgrounds with 

correspondingly different educational needs and goals. For example, a non-working 

mother of 50 whose children have now launched from the home may enroll in college 

for mental stimulation and career potential. A 25 year-old military veteran with a wife 

and young child may enroll in a university to advance his career and take advantage of 

his military education benefits. While both of these individuals may be considered new 
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traditional, it is obvious that these two students would have very different needs relative 

to the level and types of students services they would utilize, and adaptation to the 

higher education environment. This is a perplexing problem and one that is not easily 

rectified. 

It is also true, however, that the same problem exists for the traditional student 

population. An 18 year-old student living in a dormitory at a university over 2000 miles 

from home will have very different needs than a 21 year-old student living at home with 

his parents and attending a university in his home town surrounded by family and 

friends and familiar surroundings. The argument here is that universities seem to have 

had no problem creating student services to appeal to all kinds of situations and 

environments experienced by the diversity of the traditional student, yet seem to have 

forgotten a reported 35% of its student population when it comes to creation of student 

services for new traditional students. 

In the past, adult students participated in evening and off-campus programs that 

were generally non-credit activities. Because they were not part of the daytime student 

population, they became practically invisible to universities. Thus, student services for 

new traditional students at universities have been non-existent. It was often assumed 

that adults did not need special services because these were provided by family and 

community life. However, as this student population returns to the traditional university 

classroom in increasing numbers, the need for student services becomes more apparent 

because their needs are not being met through services geared toward the traditional 

college student (Knox, 1980). 
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Even though it would appear that while all students face barriers in returning to 

study, those encountered by the new traditional student, regardless of specific life 

circumstances, overall are likely to be relatively greater than those facing a traditional 

student (CERI, 1987). These barriers include scheduling, financial considerations, exam 

preparation and study skills improvement. These are but a few of the examples of what 

makes this population of students unique with very different needs than the traditional 

college student. 

Therefore, in order to better serve this continually increasing student population, 

it is necessary to attempt to first narrow the definition to create a more homogeneous 

population. Some of the characteristics that may be considered to help narrow this 

population are age, educational background, gender, socio-economic class or origin, 

employment and income, military service, and/or family situation (CERI, 1987). While 

these characteristics are not solely indicative of creating a homogeneous group, it is a 

place to start relative to developing more appropriate criteria than age alone. 

Although this type of demographic criteria is useful, this type of classification 

system removes the psychological aspect and emotions of students relative to their 

perception of where they see themselves "fitting in". Therefore, an additional criterion 

might simply be asking students if they consider themselves new traditional students 

and why. Self-identification may influence continued persistence because the student 

will be placing him/herself in a category in which s/he feels comfortable. However, this 

has its drawbacks as well. Self-identification into the new traditional student category 

may indicate identification with a group of students within the university system 



15 

considered to be second class citizens because they do not fit into the mainstream 

population. If the new traditional student feels that s/he is simply being accommodated 

within a system designed for a totally different body of students, then this may 

negatively affect persistence rates. New traditional students may feel that they are 

expected to fit into courses aimed at, and take exams designed for, traditional (or the 

majority) students. This phenomenon may have led students to drop out of traditional 

universities, and is most likely responsible for the establishment of totally new 

institutions aimed at this population, such as the University of Phoenix. However, it can 

be argued that there is a danger in this approach in that the establishment of these 

special institutions creates an educational system operating parallel to the conventional 

higher education structure, permitting higher education to continue to operate in its 

centuries old tradition, largely unchanged (CERJ, 1987). There are benefits to keeping 

the new traditional student enrolled in the nation's universities. Traditional students 

benefit from the life experiences of these more mature individuals, and aggregate grades 

in classrooms are higher in classes in which new traditional students are enrolled than in 

classes comprised of traditional students only (Magarell, 1981). Magarell found in two 

identical math classes taught by the same faculty member, that average grades in the 

class with a larger adult population had higher grades than the class without older 

students. 

All of these considerations must be taken into account when creating a new 

definition of the new traditional student. Simply identifying a set of criteria without 

thinking through the ramifications of such criteria and its impact on student perceptions 
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and motivation is a mistake. In addition, it is important to differentiate the new 

traditional population because these students vary in so many ways. Therefore, it is 

prudent to carefully examine the literature, and combine this knowledge with what is 

already known about criteria at other universities before suggesting use of a new set of 

criteria to define this student population and differentiate them within the population. 

Retention and Motivation of Adult Students 

There are many issues associated with the continued retention of the new 

traditional student. Better defining which students fit the category of new traditional 

students will aid in identifying the motivating factors that encourage these students to 

stay enrolled. However, understanding what motivates adults to learn is a complex 

issue. What is important to note is that identifying motivating factors, provides only a 

"possible" causal explanation of behavior (Wlodkowski, 1998). In other words, it is 

difficult to identify a single motivating factor, or set of motivating factors that 

encourage persistence because what motivates one adult learner may not motivate the 

next. Therefore, before programs and services can be designed to better motivate this 

population, it is not only necessary to get closer to producing a more appropriate profile 

of these students, but to also consider the diversity of needs inherent within the 

population. 

There are at least two aspects of motivation influencing the more mature student 

population. These aspects seem to be intrinsic characteristics within the individual. At 

least one study indicates that students returning to their studies after being absent for 



17 

some time performed better than they did before interrupting their schooling. The study 

attributed this enhanced performance to (1) higher self-esteem; and (2) more internal 

locus of control. The study found these characteristics to be the best predictors of GPA 

(Ross, 1989). While some claimed that the higher GPAs of these students were due to 

the small number of credits taken each semester, the work of Mishler, Frederick, 

Hogan, and Woody (1982) did not support this idea. In their study, they found that most 

adult students (54%) took an average of twelve credits per semester, while only 2% 

pursued a degree by taking one or two courses each semester. 

Another positive motivating factor for new traditional students is their increased 

level of interaction with faculty members. Research has shown that in the classroom, 

new traditional students are more active, rather than passive, than their traditional 

counterparts (Escott, Semlak, & Comadena, 1990). These students show a higher level 

of self-esteem and a more internal locus of control, as previously pointed out. 

Therefore, more innovative teaching styles that appeal to these intrinsic characteristics, 

such as contract learning, self-paced study, competency-based instruction, residential 

classrooms, accelerated instruction, and increased teacher/student interaction, may be 

more effective with the new traditional student. Additionally, faculty members who 

have become bored with the traditional student's passive attitude toward education may 

be enlightened by the active nature of the new traditional student. New traditional 

students want to interact with their instructors and engage in their educational process 

(Escott, Semlak, & Comadena, 1990). Obviously, these approaches have positive 

benefits for faculty as well. It was found that over a quarter of the senior faculty 
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teaching in an adult program found teaching these students more rewarding than 

teaching traditional students (Shinagel, 1983). 

What is particularly salient for the adult learner is that motivation is usually 

derived from some immediate or perplexing condition or circumstance. In other words, 

adults usually engage in learning to address a particular goal or problem, and not just 

for the sake of learning. Learning for adults, therefore, is generally relevant to some 

circumstance at hand where application, rather than scholarship is the goal (Long, 

1998). Therefore, it would follow that utilizing teaching methods aimed at application 

would better motivate these students to persist. 

However, there are negative factors affecting motivation to persist as well. Most 

prominent among the reasons given by adults for dropping out of school are lack of 

time and money. Although these reasons are plausible, they are also more socially 

acceptable than other more personal reasons such as lack of self-confidence, ability, or 

interest. However, these reasons are almost never cited as the reason for dropping out 

(CERI, 1987). If it were known that these types of personal reasons were also 

contributing to the decision to drop out, intervention could occur to assist these students 

in these areas of motivation. 

As previously pointed out, the goal in serving these students is to shape the 

programs in colleges and universities so that these students are able to participate, 

without compromising the quality of the education they receive. Historically, colleges 

and universities have had no difficulty in dealing with students of all ages as long as 

they meet normal admission requirements, could be present on campus, and could be 
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enrolled in regular degree programs. The introduction of summer courses, night classes, 

and correspondence sessions were designed to appeal to the new traditional student, but 

are often cited as inferior to "regular" college classes because they are usually taught by 

different faculty and are historically attended by a different population of students 

(Bowen, 1980). This perceived inferiority may negatively affect motivation of the new 

traditional student because these classes may be the only offerings they are able to 

attend, and they may feel they are getting an inferior education. 

The goal then, of the university, is to minimize the negative motivating factors 

affecting the new traditional student, and maximize the positive motivators such as 

intrinsic characteristics of higher self-esteem and internal locus of control, as well as 

faculty adaptation to innovative teaching styles and methods. 

Adult Learning Constructs 

Incorporation of new teaching styles and methods are supported by a variety of 

research regarding the adult learner and seem to be the preferred, more effective 

learning methods for adult students. The more mature student is active, not passive, and 

enjoys a higher level of interaction with faculty members than a traditional student. The 

most prevalent characteristic of the adult learner is that s/he is self-directed. Self-

directedness is described as "a process in which individuals take the initiative without 

the help of others in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating goals, identifying 

human and material resources, and evaluating learning outcomes" (Knowles, 1975.) To 

understand self-directedness, it is useful to distinguish three interrelated functions of 
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adult learning; instrumental learning, dialogic learning, and self-reflective learning. 

Instrumental learning is task-oriented teaming that is problem-solving in nature and 

related to controlling the environment or other people; dialogic learning is 

understanding what others mean in communication; and self-reflective learning 

involves that which one comes to understand about oneself These three f\mctions, 

while interrelated, are distinct and central to the concept of self-directedness (Mezirow, 

1985). 

It is important to understand the concept of self-directedness when designing 

educational programs directed at more mature students. These students thrive in 

learning situations where self-directedness is employed and nothing is more central to 

what adult education is all about than self-directed learning (Mesirow, 1985). However, 

this concept is clearly absent from most "traditional" university classrooms where 

didactic, lecture formats of instruction still dominate the environment. This is especially 

noteworthy when looking at reasons adults fail to persist in the university environment. 

However, it is not known, how much, if any, this mismatch between learner's needs and 

teaching in the classroom leads to decisions to drop out. 

Society has set a chronological age distinction between childhood and 

adulthood, which is 18 years. However, this milestone is not an indicator of the 

psychological or emotional maturity of the individual engaged in a learning 

environment. Historically, the university played a parental role in the training of its 

students. However, during the 1960s the relationship between college student and 

university changed from a parent/child relationship to an adult citizen/public institution 
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relationship (Bowen, 1980). Therefore, it can be argued that virtually all of higher 

education should be regarded as adult learning. The higher educational system is no 

longer a place for children; it has become almost exclusively an institution for adults 

and should therefore incorporate teaching methodologies that are better supported by 

adult learning characteristics. 

Student Services Specific to Adults 

The classroom experience is only one factor influencing the new traditional 

student's decision to remain enrolled or drop out. What is particularly key is the lack of 

appropriate student services available to this population. Universities have created an 

abundance of services and programs for the diversity of the traditional student body, but 

have done little to produce programs designed to meet the needs of the new traditional 

student. This lack of attention may stem from the fact that myths are held that support 

administrators decisions to not create such program. These myths include: 1) the decline 

in 18-21 year-old college students is due strictly to a decrease in that age group; 

2) freshmen, regardless of age, are basically the same; 3) the numbers of adult students 

are insignificant; 4) the majority of adult students are enrolled as part-time students; and 

5) education programs for adults are good sources of income, but not central to the 

mission of the university (Brodzinski, 1980). These myths have been dispelled by 

numerous research studies. For example, adults over 55 years made up almost 10% of 

the total college enrollment in 1975 (Graulich, 1977), and the number of persons 35 
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years-old and over enrolled in college increased by 66% between 1972 and 1978 

(Brodzinski, 1980). 

These facts support the creation of student services for the new traditional 

student. However, creating services for new traditional students needs to be a well 

planned and executed undertaking. At Long Island University in the late 1970s, the 

vice president of student affairs instructed his staff to begin making adjustments to their 

programs to accommodate the new traditional student. One year after this instruction, 

only one area, the Veteran's Affairs office, had implemented changes. Therefore, a 

more structured and organized approach was launched. Unable to provide the resources 

to hire a staff member to oversee the responsibilities of creating services for the new 

traditional student population, a task force was formed to develop strategies. This task 

force provided several recommendations including; development of new patterns of 

office hours, research on the adult learner (on campus and in general), development of 

orientation programs for the new and returning adult student, close monitoring of 

activities within all other student affairs departments with respect for the adult student, 

and resolution of special problems encountered in implementing all the activities 

(Payette, 1980). Additionally, this university organized a non traditional student 

association and arranged for informal faculty contact time. 

What is noteworthy about this example is that the vice president recommended 

that prior to implementing any student services for adult students, a definition of what 

constitutes a new traditional student be determined. This particular university used an 

exclusionary definition, rather than an inclusive one. They defined the new traditional 
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student as any student "not" enrolled in the full-time, day undergraduate program and 

not between 18 and 22 years-old (Payette, 1980). This university's decision to first 

define the new traditional student supports the idea that this population must be more 

adequately defined before services can be designed to meet its needs. Additionally, 

using an exclusionary definition such as Long Island University did, is an interesting 

approach to defining these students and would seem to include many more students than 

using an age alone criterion. 

Student Records Management 

What is particularly challenging regarding identifying and supporting the new 

traditional student is gathering data on who these students are and tracking their 

progress. Therefore, it is necessary for institutions to maintain accurate and 

comprehensive database flies and records on all students. 

The role of administrative offices such as the Registrar's Office, Enrollment 

Management Office, Student Records, and Admissions Office becomes a crucial factor 

in gathering and maintaining data on students for the purposes of tracking and 

monitoring progress. From a fiscal standpoint, it could be argued that one student who 

manages to continue through a four-year program and graduates brings in the same 

income as four students who manage to stay through only their freshman year. 

However, one successful student would most likely generate a far better public relations 

image than four unsuccessful students (DeCristoforo, 1996). Because of this image 

concern, the role of all aspects of the university, including administrative offices, 

becomes a crucial factor influencing the persistence of all students. 



24 

Defining the new traditional student is only the first step in providing services 

and encouraging persistence of this student population. Even after identified by criteria, 

if the criteria are not available in the student database of the institution, then the 

definition becomes worthless. In other words, the institution must be able to identify 

new traditional students through the information already provided in the database. It is 

fiscally unreasonable to recommend that many additional fields be inserted into current 

databases to help identify these students. This, then, represents a challenge for 

institutions; that is, to find ways to identify these students from the data already 

collected and maintained. 

Obviously, technology plays a significant role in the tracking of students. There 

has been a steady evolution of student tracking databases over time to provide 

comprehensive data on how students are performing at the university. These databases 

can not only provide information about student development in college, but also can 

provide information for researching student retention rates and the effectiveness of 

particular programs and policies (Ewell, 1995). These data can inform institutional 

planning, evaluation, and decision-making. 

One of the complaints of students at universities is access to advising services. 

In fact, students at 68 four-year public universities rated their advising system as less 

adequate in meeting their needs, as compared with ratings given by students in two-year 

public and four-year private institutions (Noble, 1988). The survey revealed a 2.64 

rating on a scale from 1 to 5 for these universities. This indicates that public universities 

have much to improve in student advising. 
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This is especially salient for the new traditional student, who has specific, 

unique needs not shared by the traditional student. The new traditional student may 

need assistance finding and scheduling courses in the evening hours or at lunch time, 

may need study skills improvement workshops, or have logistical concerns such as 

financial aid and/or commuting issues. With the advent of the technological age, it is 

possible to supplement personal consultation with computer assisted advising. With 

computer assisted advising, new traditional students may access information about their 

progress without having to schedule their time, which is already constrained, to come to 

campus to speak with an advisor in person. 

A number of institutions have developed and employed such systems and have 

found them to be an effective tool for improving advisement (Spencer, Peterson, & 

Kramer, 1983). The key to effective advising is to generate student progress reports tha 

include integrated registration, student records, and curriculum files (Wehrs, 1992). 

It is essential that all aspects of the new traditional student's participation at the 

university be taken into account and a comprehensive plan established before designing 

new services to assist in the retention of this population. After defining these students 

more appropriately, examining adult learning constructs, describing the motivating 

factors that influence persistence, and recognizing the importance of the role of the 

university's administrative offices, an appropriate theoretical fi-amework can be used to 

help develop student services to better serve these students and improve persistence 

rates. 
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Lewin's Change Model 

Examining the contributing factors affecting the new traditional student is a 

huge undertaking. Choosing an adequate theoretical framework to examine these issues 

is complex as well. A variety of frameworks were examined for use with this particular 

study. Examining the new traditional student means examining a variety of issues that 

affect this particular individual. As is pointed out in Chapter 3, a variety of criteria 

were discovered among institutions across the nation which are used to define and 

categorize the new traditional student. In many cases, these students are holding down 

part, if not full time jobs, and have other responsibilities outside of their obligation to 

attend classes at a university. These responsibilities, typically more abundant, and more 

complex than the traditional college student, must be examined althogether before 

understanding the real reasons for lack of persistence of this student population. It is 

because of this need that a holistic theoretical framework should be used to examine this 

problem. 

Among the theories examined were constructivism, Gestalt theory, and field 

theory. Each could be used to examine this problem because of their holistic nature and 

individualism projected through the tenets of each of the theoretical frameworks. For 

example, constructivism, which holds that the individual is actively engaged in their 

own learning and that prior knowledge and experience is the springboard for useful, 

personal knowledge construction, could be useful in examining persistence issues of the 

more mature and experienced new traditional student. However, the tenets of 

constructivism are best applied from the teaching perspective. Although the new 
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traditional student's experience in the classroom may contribute to the student's 

decision to persist, it represents only a part of the whole system in determining whether 

the student will continue. 

Gestalt theory, perhaps, could be more readily applied to this problem. It is a 

broad, interdisciplinary, general theory where humans are viewed as open systems in 

active interaction with their environment. In other words, Gestalt theory represents an 

interactive, holistic view of human behavior. In Gestalt theory, the idea of perception is 

stressed and maintains that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. The parts 

often derive their meaning and purpose from the whole and thus cannot be understood 

apart from it. Gestalt theory gets closer to examining the complexity of the new 

traditional student's life because it examines all aspects of life rather than just the 

individual's role as a student. 

Although Gestalt theory could be used to examine persistence of new traditional 

students, Kurt Lewin's field theory may be the most useful overarching framework to 

use to examine persistence of new traditional students. Lewin is often regarded as a 

Gestalt psychologist who was interested in human behavior and the idea of holism of 

the total situation in which an individual finds oneself. According to Lewin, "fields of 

force" play a major role in motivation and human behavior. Lewin liked to think in 

patterns of relationships and how these patterns interplayed in terms of motivation. His 

early research examining the effects of motives and intentions on responses to stimuli 

revealed that a stimulus alone was not necessarily entirely accountable for the resulting 

behavior (Lewin, 1917). He determined that the stimuli, along with other factors 
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present in the individual's life, must be taken into account as well. He further 

discovered that individuals would not necessarily respond in the same way to the same 

stimuli from one moment to the next. This idea evolved into the concept of "life space", 

the main construct of field theory (Lewin, 1939). 

The primary theoretical idea of the concept of life space is that behavior is 

determined by both the person (P) and the environment (E). The person and the 

environment together comprise the life space (Weiner, 1992). This life space represents 

a psychological reality as perceived by the person and is thus not necessarily identical 

with the physical environment. The life space is depicted as an oval model comprised 

of regions representing the various aspects of the separate roles of the individual. Stress 

in one region (i.e., role) of the individual's life creates disequilibrium in the other 

regions, and thus the individual tries to make adjustments in order to resume balance 

among the roles (Weiner, 1992). It is through this framework that one can begin to 

examine the motivation of the student to persist and design intervention strategies after 

this student population is properly defined. 

Once the new-traditional student population is more accurately defined, Lewin's 

field theory can be helpful in identifying factors that influence and/or distract the new 

traditional student to persist in higher education and can assist in examining persistence 

from a variety of perspectives. 

One of these perspectives may be related to the social situation of the university 

environment. Lewin cited the notion of "group belongingness" as contributing to the 

motivation to continue in a certain situation. He maintained that social goals could be 
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characterized as a wish to belong or not to belong to a certain group, and that belonging 

or not belonging to the group was equivalent to having a position inside or outside the 

group (being an "insider" or an "outsider"). This position determines the rights of the 

individual relative to the environment and has the potential of becoming a decision 

point for the individual. Lewin maintained that the feeling of belonging to a certain 

group is a crucial factor for the feeling of security (Lewin, 1951'). For the new 

traditional student, a sense of not belonging may be especially salient. Universities 

designed for the traditional student from both an academic standpoint (teaching 

methods and styles) and student services viewpoint (geared toward the traditional 

student) do not necessarily appeal to the needs and desires of a more mature student. 

This "not belonging" feeling may then become a deciding factor in whether the new 

traditional student decides to persist. If the new traditional student does not feel like 

s/he "fits" in the traditional university setting, then s/he may seek out other 

environments that feel more comfortable and satisfy that sense of social belonging, as 

pointed out by Lewin. 

This feeling of not belonging may also contribute to the new traditional 

student's sense that s/he is not in control of the situation while in the university 

environment and is at the mercy of the institution. This "out of control" feeling may 

also have implications for persistence of new traditional students. Lewin produced 

evidence and arguments which show that individuals who feel in control of the 

' Published after Lewin's death in 1947 
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decisions that are relevant to their work and life develop a higher state of morale and 

implement the decisions more effectively (Schein & Bennis, 1965). 

Another factor related to persistence may be the notion of frustration, and how 

this concept may influence the new traditional student to drop out of school. Lewin's 

research on animals and humans produced factors that determine the strength of 

frustration such as the relation to needs and the distance between an individual and 

his/her goal (Gold, 1999). For example, Lewin studied the concept of the effect of 

frustration on regression (Gold, 1999). He examined the difference in fhistration levels 

in children when allowed to play freely in a room and when placed in a fhistrating 

situation. He discovered that when children where allowed to play freely with any toy in 

the room (low level of fhistration) rather than when the children were exposed to, but 

restricted from playing with, certain more attractive toys (high level of frustration), the 

level of constructive play was enhanced (Lewin, 1935). He also found that the usual 

development of reacting to such frustrating situations is a tendency to take round-about 

routes, alternating between temporarily leaving the situation and coming back, and then 

finally giving up (Lewin, 1935). 

These findings could provide a reasonable explanation for the new traditional 

student's lack of persistence in college. If the new traditional student becomes 

fhistrated with his/her college experience because of scheduling difficulties, competing 

demands, financial stressors, etc., then s/he may fail to persist in the college 

environment and seek out alternatives. Therefore, other avenues for obtaining a college 

degree such as night or correspondence schools or other types of alternative education 
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may be seen as reasonable or more attractive choices in order to reduce the level of 

fhistration and still achieve the goal. The concept of seeking out alternatives is 

explained by Lewin's idea of substitution. When frustration with a current situation is 

experienced by the individual, then a substituted activity is often sought out. Lewin 

examined this dynamic in an experiment involving a physical activity. He instructed an 

individual to attempt to throw rings over the tops of bottles. When the subject was 

unable to complete the task, frustration was experienced, and in anger, the subject, in 

tears, went to the door and slung the rings over some coat hooks (Lewin, 1935^). If new 

traditional student drop-outs are indeed leaving the university to seek out alternatives, 

then Lewin's notion of substitution may be helpful in explaining this phenomenon. 

The problem is, it is not known what happens to these students once they drop 

out. They could be transferring to alternative schools or a community college, or 

simply dropping out completely. In other words, it is not clear if these students are 

dissatisfied with the educational experience as a whole or the educational experience at 

the particular institution. The University of Arizona, for example does not conduct exit 

surveys or follow up with these students. If this were done, the results could provide an 

abundance of information indicating types of intervention strategies and student 

services, based on Lewin's constructs, that could be used to assist in keeping these 

students enrolled. By examining and making judgments relative to these constructs and 

more closely examining the life of the new traditional student, interventions and student 

^ Lewin cited the work of Dr. Tamara Dembo, 1931 on anger. 
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service enhancements could be implemented to better support these students' 

persistence in our nation's universities. 

However, what is particularly salient for the new traditional student, beyond the 

concepts of social belongingness and fhistration, is the concept of change. The 

traditional student enters the university environment immediately following graduation 

from high school. Therefore, these students are likely to be more comfortable with the 

educational experience such as lecture style classrooms, and little discussion and 

interaction with faculty or other students.. The new traditional student generally has not 

been in such a classroom for some amount of time. Additionally, other responsibilities, 

such as employment, family obligations, and other issues increase the number of 

regions in the life space, thus increasing the complexity of the interaction of these 

regions, and therefore, most likely play a more significant role in the new traditional 

student's life. Thus, returning to school usually represents a major change in the new 

traditional student's life. There are numerous studies that examine the challenges and 

role strain that being a college student places on the adult (Edwards & Usher, 1997; 

Garrison, 1997; Home, 1998) including the concept of change represented by a return to 

school. It is important then to examine the concept of change and how this affects 

motivation to persist. 

Interested in the motivating factors that affect human behavior, Lewin began to 

examine how individuals respond to change and how humans approach and handle 

change. Lewin found that the key characteristic of a "change" in attitude about a 

situation is that currently held attitudes are quite central to the person and are likely to 
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be integrated with his/her self-concept and personality. Dilemmas and disconfirmations 

arise when change is introduced because the change often represents a departure from 

the individual's self-concept and personality, and in turn produce powerful emotional 

responses (Lewin, 1947). These findings led to the development of Lewin's change 

model. The theoretical foundation of this change model includes the processes of 

unfreezing, changing, and refreezing. 

Unfreezing is comprised of three basic processes, each needing to occur in 

succession, according to Lewin, in order for change to occur. These processes are 

disconfirmation, survival anxiety, and overcoming survival anxiety. Disconfirmation 

simply means that the individual becomes dissatisfied or frustrated with a current 

situation. This dissatisfaction then becomes the driving force for change to occur. For 

the potential new traditional student, this might mean that s/he has become dissatisfied 

with his/her level of income, job situation, level of mental stimulation, or other factors 

in his/her life. One or more of these factors could lead the individual to enroll in 

college. However, unfreezing depends on a number of additional circumstances. There 

is a great deal more to successful unfreezing than merely disconfirming an attitude 

(Lewin, 1947). For example, the individual may not attribute the dissatisfying situation 

to him/herself. Because personal constructs and attitudes are highly valued, individuals 

put up powerful defenses against disconfirmation (Harrison, 1963). However, if an 

individual determines the dissatisfying situation is something important (within his/her 

value system), such as securing a higher paying job, and the situation lasts long enough, 

then survival anxiety sets in. 
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Survival anxiety is the feeling that if change does not occur, the individual will 

fail to achieve some goal or ideal that the individual has set for him/herself. This 

heightening of anxiety is seen as a threat by the individual. Therefore, the disconfirming 

cues make contact with some of the person's major motivations and constructs, and 

arouse some feeling that important goals or ideals are not being met. This is when the 

unfreezing process becomes most salient (Schein & Bennis, 1965). For example, the 

new traditional student may believe that if s/he does not achieve a college degree, the 

higher paying job will not be achieved. However, unless the disconfirming situation is 

viewed as a significant enough threat and survival anxiety is felt, no change will occur, 

or the change will be temporary. Therefore, for the new traditional student, if a higher 

paying job becomes less important over time, then the change is viewed as not 

necessary for psychological safety, and the new traditional student will fail to persist in 

college. However, if the individual's financial situation does not improve or worsens, 

anxiety may be heightened. Subsequently, the individual attempts to reach a level of 

psychological safety, which is the process of overcoming survival anxiety. 

Unfreezing readies the person to pay attention to new categories of information 

about him/herself including redefining his/her assumptions, beliefs and constructs about 

him/herself and relationships to others. This is the process of changing (Schein & 

Bennis, 1965). Changing can occur through two processes, scanning and identification. 

When a person changes through scanning, s/he selects an abundance of information 

relevant to his/her own change and growth needs. When a person changes through 

identification, s/he identifies him/herself with a model and thereby limits the amount of 
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information to that which is only supplied by the model (Bennis et al., 1964). Bennis 

maintains that scanning is a better predictor that the change will be refrozen within the 

environment of the individual because more information is available, and the change is 

a reflection of the individual's own personal needs rather than simply the projection of 

the need onto a model. However, it is noteworthy to add that it is probable when change 

is occurring, that scanning and identification are happening simultaneously. The new 

traditional student may view his/her own personal career goals as important drivers to 

his/her attending school and may also identify with a colleague, friend, or family 

member who is also enrolled, or who is perceived as having a more rewarding career. 

Refreezing occurs when a new situation is stable enough to fit into the 

personality and value system of the individual. Whether the changes remain stable 

depends upon the degree to which they fit into the rest of the personality (personal 

refreezing) or are reinforced and confirmed by important others with whom the person 

has a relationship (relational refreezing). In other words, if the new traditional student 

maintains his/her goal of a higher paying job and the importance remains high enough 

to create a feeling of psychological safety, then the practice of attending college will 

become ingrained in the individual's life and stability reflective of the student's 

personality and value system will be achieved (Schein & Bennis, 1965). 

Although the connection between behavior and goal achievement is a good 

indicator of success, Lewin reasoned that connections themselves were not sufficient 

causes of behavior (e.g. connection between going to college and the goal of a higher 

paying job). He argued that dynamic factors, or forces, must be present in order for 
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behavior to occur. In other words, some force of will, some intention, must also be 

present in order for the new behavior to continue (DeRivera, 1976). Lewin found, 

through some very early experiments involving language acquisition, that habit (i.e. 

ingrained behavior) was not simply a conditioned response, but rather an act of 

intention. (Lewin, 1917). Therefore, it is important to note then, that refreezing is not 

simply an act of habit, but rather a reflection of a deeper level of intention within the 

individual. The probability of the new traditional student persisting in college then, will 

only result if the refreezing process originated in the actual intention of the student. 

Additionally, if remaining enrolled involves the concept of relational refreezing, 

then persistence will be enhanced. For example, if the new traditional student values 

the opinion and attitudes of another person and that person has high expectations of the 

individual's performance in school, then the student may react to these expectations and 

remain enrolled. However, relational refreezing would not be enough to ensure 

persistence. The degree to which the behavior (staying enrolled) fits within the person's 

attitudes and personality traits (personal refreezing) is more of an indicator of 

persistence (Schein & Bennis, 1965). 

Lewin's change model, grounded in field theory, is an appropriate framework to 

use when examining new traditional student persistence and recommending student 

services to assist in an enhanced persistence rate of this population. According to 

Lewin, the key to successfril change is grounded in the three-step process of unfreezing, 

changing, and refreezing. Services and intervention strategies could be designed for 
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new traditional students if this process is understood and used as a basis for addressing 

issues unique to this population. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

Introduction 

Data were gathered from the University of Arizona as well as other institutions 

to investigate the issue of definition and persistence of new traditional students. This 

was accomplished by a variety of investigations aimed at achieving the objectives of the 

study. It was prudent to examine not only what data were reported on this student 

population, but also how these data were reported at the University of Arizona. This 

investigation provided a framework for creation of items on a questionnaire sent to peer 

universities. A parameter was identified indicating the profile of the students on which 

the data were collected. This parameter was determined to include all degree seeking 

undergraduate students. The rationale for setting the above-mentioned parameter was to 

examine data on a more homogeneous student population. Persistence rates for degree-

seeking students vs. non-degree-seeking students differs significantly, therefore only 

data on degree-seeking undergraduate students were used for the purposes of this study. 

Degree seeking students, by virtue of the fact that they have identified an undergraduate 

degree as a desired outcome of their enrollment at a university, base their persistence on 

that end goal. Non-degree students, considered "drop-ins/drop-outs" indicate lower 

persistence rates because they are enrolled for reasons other than the attainment of an 

undergraduate degree. Additionally, it was prudent to examine persistence and graduate 

rates separating full-time students from part-time students. Using a 6-year graduation 

rate (as is a standard measure at the University of Arizona) is appropriate for a full time 
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student, but inappropriate for a part-time student who may take twice as long to 

complete requirements for graduation. 

The first step in examining the data on new traditional students using the above 

mentioned parameter included a review of reported data on these students using the 

current criterion of age alone. Several personal interviews were conducted with Dr. 

Richard Kroc, Director, Office of Curricular & Enrollment Research. Dr. Kroc was 

able to provide a variety of reports relative to data on the new traditional student 

population at the University of Arizona. Additionally, interviews were conducted with 

Ann Wolnick, Program Director, Student Programs, and Dianna Hyland, Coordinator, 

New Traditional Student Services, to identify specific data on the new traditional 

population and to determine what services are provided to these students. 

These interviews provided baseline data about ways information is reported on new 

traditional students at the University of Arizona and numbers on these students using 

the age alone criterion. Gathering these data was important to the creation of the 

questionnaire to be sent to other institutions. 

Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire (Appendix F) was designed following the collection of this 

anecdotal information from interviews with the key individuals at the University of 

Arizona mentioned above. Using the research question and interview results as guides 

to developing items on the questionnaire, it was determined that a variety of information 

was required. 



40 

The first item was designed to ask other institutions what criteria were used to 

define new-traditional students at their institution. Seven choices were provided (age, 

years since participating in a formal classroom experience, employment history, current 

employment status, family composition and responsibilities, financial self-sufficiency 

status, and military services). An additional choice labeled "other criteria used" was 

added to allow institutions to list other criteria not covered by the seven choices 

indicated. These choices paralleled the criteria that were discovered during initial 

investigation and gathering of anecdotal information fi'om an Internet search of criteria 

used at peer institutions. The information gathered from this item will determine what 

criteria are used, but more importantly, how consistent the criteria are among 

institutions. These data will confirm or disconfirm the notion that a standard definition 

for this student population exists among institutions. A definition with specifically 

defmed criteria accepted nationwide would be necessary to obtain data on a more 

homogeneous student population. Only then could intervention strategies and student 

services be designed to better serve these students and thus assist in their persistence. 

Since creating a nationally-accepted definition is a tremendous undertaking, the focus of 

this study is aimed at recommending implementation of a more adequate set of criteria 

for defining this student population at the University of Arizona. With a new definition, 

data can be collected to examine persistence rates of a more homogeneous new-

traditional degree-seeking undergraduate student population at the University of 

Arizona and design student services to better serve this population. 
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The second item inquired about whether the institution reported data 

"specifically" on their new traditional degree seeking undergraduate student population. 

If "yes", was indicated, the respondent was asked to indicate what data were reported. 

These choices include ratio of new-traditional students to total undergraduate student 

population, persistence rates, graduation rates, separation of full and part-time students 

and demographics (e.g., gender, ethnicity, residency status), headcount of all 

undergraduate students by age, and class standing percentages (e.g., freshman, 

sophomore) Again, the choice of "other" was added to allow respondents to indicate 

any other reports that were generated. These choices were determined using the 

University of Arizona reports (as mentioned above) as a baseline framework. Answers 

to this item will determine what kind of data, if any, are collected on this student 

population, and how consistent among institutions they are. Asking this question 

determines if the institution reports such data and may reveal the importance of 

collecting these data for each institution. 

The third question inquires what student services, if any, are offered to 

"specifically" serve the new-traditional student population at the institution. The 

choices offered include a "new-traditional student center", advising, counseling 

services, tutoring services, peer mentoring, study skills workshops, child care services, 

and financial aid. These were chosen based on interviews with Ann Wolnick and 

Dianna Hyland at the University of Arizona. "Other" was also offered as a choice on 

this item. The answers to this item will indicate the variety of services offered and the 

consistency of those services among institutions. 
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The next section of the questionnaire is aimed at determining the history of the 

creation of the criteria and student services offered at each institution. Item one asks 

how long the institution has been collecting data on new traditional students. Item two 

asks the respondent to indicate the process used to define the new traditional student 

population at the institution. Answers to these items will indicate if the institution was 

internally motivated to create a definition because of student demographic reports 

and/or persistence data, for example, or whether the institution was responding to 

external pressures such as research, national trend data, etc. The third item asks about 

the rationale that was used in creating the criteria used at the institution. In other words, 

the question asks why the institution chose the criteria. These data will reveal the 

rationale used by each institution and may indicate a pattem of rationale among 

institutions or processes used relative to the institution's specific student demographics, 

geographic location in the country, or other rationale. 

Item four inquires about the justification used in creating the student services 

that are now provided, if any. This will reveal why the institution thought it was 

important to create the services and may indicate whether the institution is responding 

to internal or external forces in the creation of these services. 

The rationale for including item five, inquiring about the institutions' 

approximate budget for new traditional student services, is to determine the amount of 

importance (i.e., resources allocated) that each institution places on providing services 

to this student population. 
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Items six and seven simply ask about the ratio of degree seeking undergraduate 

new traditional student to total student population and total undergraduate (degree-

seeking and non-degree seeking) student population. 

A final inquiry is added to the questionnaire asking the respondent for 

comments, suggestions, or issues that should be addressed in this area. This item was 

added to gain additional insight as to what other issues are important to institutions but 

were not included on the survey and which may be helpful in recommending additional 

research in this area. 

Upon completion of the questiormaire, a cover letter was drafted explaining the 

purposes of the questionnaire, rationale for completing the study, and procedures for 

completing the document. 

Determining the Population 

The next step was to determine the population to which the questionnaire would 

be directed. It was determined that an appropriate population would be the University 

of Arizona's peer institutions. Selecting this population ensures that data collected 

would be gathered from a relatively parallel population base. The population includes 

fifteen institutions that had been previously determined as the University of Arizona's 

"official" peer institutions. This list includes the following institutions. 

University of California - Berkeley 
University of Florida 
University of Illinois - Champaign/Urbana 
University of Iowa 
Michigan State University 
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University of Michigan - Ann Arbor 
University of Minnesota - Twin Cities 
University of Missouri - Columbia 
University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill 
Ohio State University 
Texas A «& M University 
University of Utah 
University of Virginia 
University of Washington 
University of Wisconsin - Madison 

The questionnaire was sent to all of the University of Arizona's ofHcial peer 

institutions in order to gain a comparable setting in terms of the probability of having a 

similar sized new-traditional student population as the University of Arizona, that these 

institutions would have a similar probability of providing student services to this student 

population, and that funding and other conditions will have a higher probability of being 

comparable. 

Within this population, a determination of what individual and/or department at 

the institution the questionnaire should be sent, needed to be made. A beta test of the 

questionnaire revealed an appropriate distribution of the instrument. A draft copy of the 

questionnaire was provided to Dr. Richard Kroc and Ann Wolnick at the University of 

Arizona. Dr. Kroc was able to answer only a few of the items on the questionnaire; 

those related to the reports that are generated by the institution. Ms. Wolnick was able 

to answer all of the questions on the questionnaire. It was then determined that the 

appropriate individuals at the selected schools would be those who had more direct 

contact and/or involvement with student services offered at the institution. A copy of 

the American College Personnel Association Member Resource Directory 1998-1999 
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was provided in order to obtain representatives at each of the selected institutions to 

which to send the questionnaire. An initial e-mail message was sent to an individual at 

each of the universities briefly explaining the research being conducted and requesting 

the name of an appropriate individual at the institution who could best complete the 

questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

Findings - University of Arizona 

Data were gathered from the University of Arizona and used as a baseline 

measure for designing a questionnaire for use with peer institutions and to obtain 

information about what was already being accomplished regarding definition of new 

traditional students and services. Interviews were conducted with representatives at the 

University of Arizona to obtain information regarding the research question and related 

problem. These interview included the following representatives: Dr. Richard Kroc, 

Director, Office of Curricular & Enrollment Research; Ann Wolnick, Program Director, 

Student Programs; and Dianna Hyland, Coordinator, New Traditional Student Services. 

These interviews produced the following results. Several personal interviews 

were conducted with Richard Kroc. Dr. Kroc was able to provide a variety of reports 

relative to data on the new traditional student population at the University of Arizona. 

As a representative sample of data, reports were run for the Fall, 1998 semester. These 

reports included persistence and graduation rates comparing traditional and new-

traditional aged freshmen student populations as currently defined (Appendix A and 

Appendix B), number of new-traditional students enrolled as currently defined 

including percentage of all undergraduates (Appendix C), and headcoimt of all 

undergraduate students, and by age, fiill-time/part-time status, and category 

(undergraduate, graduate) (Appendix D). 
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The persistence and graduation rates of all freshman students comparing traditional 

and new-traditional aged student populations differed. Traditional students showed a 

75% average persistence rate after one year of entry, while new traditional students 

showed a 65% average persistence rate for the same period (Appendix A and Appendix 

B). The persistence rate for new traditional students declines compared to the 

traditional student population. After two years, the persistence rate for traditional 

students averaged 65%, while only 56% for new traditional students (Appendix A and 

Appendix B). Subsequently, as enrolled years continued, the persistence rate for new 

traditional students declines, as expected, while the graduated rate increases, yet the 

new traditional students show a large difference. After 7 years, the traditional students 

show a 3% persistence (enrolled) average with 52% graduated, while the new 

traditional students show a 7% persistence (enrolled) average with a 36% graduation 

average (Appendix A and Appendix B). Clearly, this indicates that new traditional 

students, as currently deflned, have lower persistence and graduation rates than their 

traditional counterparts. What is particularly interesting, however, is that new 

traditional students consistently show a higher mean GPA than traditional students; 2.56 

for traditional students in 1997 and 2.824 for new traditional students the same year 

(Appendix A and Appendix B). In other words, the new traditional students seem to 

perform better in college than traditional students, as measured by GPA, yet do not stay 

enrolled as long. What should be noted, however, is the disparity in number of students 

overall in these data. Traditional students represent a much larger percentage of the 

total freshman class each year than new traditional students. Comparing data for 1997, 
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for example, 4551 students were categorized as traditional freshmen, while only 36 

students were recorded as new traditional freshmen (Appendix A and Appendix B). 

Data on new traditional students (<25 years) has been gathered since the fall term of 

1988 as evidenced by the report entitled New Traditional Undergraduate Students: 

Number Enrolled and percent of All Undergraduates in Fall Terms (Appendix C). 

Relatively speaking, the reported numbers and percentages of these students have not 

changed significantly in the last 10 years. For example, the new traditional 

undergraduate population represented 4,682 students, which was approximately 17% of 

the total student population in Fall 1988. In Fall 1998 these students numbers 4, 723 and 

approximately 18% of the overall student population (Appendix C). Additionally, the 

trend of full-time and part-time student status remained relatively stable over the 10-

year period. In 1988, 2,474 of the new traditional students were full-time and 2,208 

were part time. In 1998, 2,487 of new traditional students were full-time and 2,256 

were part time (Appendix C). These data indicate a relatively stable student population 

over time. In other words, using the current definition criteria, new traditional students 

have accounted for approximately 18% of the overall undergraduate student population 

for the last ten years, but less than 1% of the freshmen. 

Additionally, reports were run indicating headcount by age and by full-time, 

part-time statuses (Appendix D). These data indicate that for full-time students, total 

numbers drop significantly at age 25. For part-time students, there is no significant 

drop in numbers beginning at age 25. There were 3772 full-time students aged 22-24 

and 1493 students aged 25-29. This shows that there were more than twice as many 22-
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24 year-olds than 25-29 year olds enrolled. There were 1298 part-time students aged 

22-24 and 936 students aged 25-29 for this reporting semester (Appendix D). The 

difference between these numbers is not nearly as much. While not only dispelling the 

myth that most new traditional students are part-time, this indicates only that more of 

the traditional students (<25) are full-time students. 

Additionally, while examining the data for all students, there is a significant drop in 

numbers from the 25-29 year-olds (2429) to the 30-34 year-olds (856). This begs the 

question; are the 25-29 year-olds really traditional students who are just taking longer to 

finish college, or truly new traditional students with different academic and social 

needs? 

The personal interviews with Rick Kroc further revealed a variety of anecdotal 

evidence pointed out as noteworthy. He reported that when new traditional students do 

drop out, they usually drop within the first 11 weeks of the semester. However, it is not 

clear if these data are reflective of actual drops or failings. He reported that new 

traditional students rarely officially drop from a course. Rather, they either just stop 

attending or actually fail the course, at which time they are assigned an E grade for the 

course. Dr. Kroc also reported that working on campus tends to help retain all students, 

however, it was unclear how these data were obtained. 

In addition to this anecdotal information, there is information that is not known. 

This information was pointed out by Dr. Kroc to include the differences in persistence 

rates between transfer and new new traditional students. In other words, it is not known 

whether new traditional transfer students have better or worse persistence rates than 
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new traditional students who enroll in the university as new students with no college 

credit. Additionally, the family status and/or familial obligations of new traditional 

students (or any student for that matter) is not known because there is no mechanism 

within the university system or within the database in which this information is 

collected or stored. And since no exit surveys are conducted, it is not known where new 

traditional students go, if anywhere, upon exiting. In other words, it is not known if the 

students enroll in some other form of alternative education or simply do not engage in 

any educational experience at all. Further, the reasons these students give for dropping 

is not known, whether it be because of family or job obligations, flnancial concerns, 

dissatisfaction with the classroom or educational experience as a whole, or other 

reasons. 

Other information is collected but not tracked. For example. Dr. Kroc reported 

that it would be relatively easy to compare differences in persistence rates among new 

traditional students across the various colleges, but this is not routinely done. 

Additionally, requests for transcripts by former University of Arizona students or other 

institutions on behalf of the former student are tracked, but not matched up with drop 

out data on new traditional students. This information is easily attainable, and although 

not used, could be helpful in examining persistence. 

What was particularly noteworthy about the interview with Dr. Kroc was his 

reference to how data on students are tracked over time. When reporting persistence 

and graduation rates on students separating traditional and new traditional student 

populations over a period of several years, the data become skewed because any number 
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of students may drop over into the new traditional student category when they turn 25. 

Thus, if a student enrolls at age 22 years, s/he will be included in the data for traditional 

students, then when becoming 25 years-old, will be reported in the data for new 

traditional students. In essence, the student is being counted twice in the data and this 

phenomenon skews the persistence and graduation rates for both categories of students, 

but in opposite directions. 

Additional interviews were conducted with Ann Wolnick, Program Director, 

Student Programs, and Dianna Hyland, Coordinator, New Traditional Student Services. 

They provided a document indicating specific data on new traditional students, 

collected from the University of Arizona student database and compiled into one report. 

These data included percentage of new traditional student population to total student 

population, full and part time new traditional student population numbers, gender ratios, 

ethnicity reports of new traditional students, residency status, classification (class 

standing), and numbers of new traditional students broken down by college (Appendix 

E). This document provides a composite look at new traditional students, as currently 

defined, and indicates no particularly interesting data on the demographics of this 

student population. The ethnicity of this student population parallels that of the 

university as a whole as well as the gender split, residency status, and majors by 

college. The data of interest were the report on class standing. According to this report, 

almost 60% of the new traditional student population is classified as seniors (Appendix 

E). This figure is intriguing. Since it is known from the persistence reports that new 

traditional students have lower persistence rates than traditional aged students, it may be 
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assumed then that new traditional students reach senior status and then drop out. This 

seems unreasonable. What is not known is whether the higher percentage of senior 

status students listed as new traditional students are really traditional students in their 

final year just taking longer to complete their degree and who just happen to have 

become 25 years old. This is just one problem associated with using the age alone 

criterion. 

During the interview with Ms. Wolnick, it was also revealed that new traditional 

students had recently reported dissatisfaction with the term "new traditional", citing that 

it was an exclusionary term relative to the entire student population and had little 

meaning for them in terms of self-identifying with the term. 

All of these data provide baseline data about ways information is reported on 

new traditional students at the University of Arizona and numbers on these students 

using the age alone criterion. Gathering these data were important to the creation of the 

questionnaire to be sent to other institutions, so that parallel questions could be 

determined and compared to the University of Arizona. 

Initial Investigation - Other Universities 

Additional information was gathered from other institutions to determine what 

criteria were used to define the new traditional student at the institutions and what 

services were offered to these students. This anecdotal data were collected via searches 

on the Internet searching on the key words "non-traditional student services". This 

initial investigation into new-traditional student organizations at universities across the 
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country indicated that many different criteria are used to defme and identify this student 

population. These criteria included age, years since participating in a formal classroom 

experience, employment history, current employment status, family composition and 

responsibilities, financial self-sufficiency status, and military service history. No two 

institutions investigated revealed the exact same combination of criteria used to define 

this student population. This research was valuable in that it supported the opinion that 

there is an absence of a standard definition (set of criteria) used across the country to 

define these students. 

Based on these findings, it is evident that with so many different defmitions, it is 

impossible to know the true percentage of the total undergraduate degree-seeking 

student population "new-traditional" students actually represent across the country. 

Since different universities use different criteria and definition parameters for defining 

these students, it is impossible to accurately determine the percentage of total student 

population, graduation rates, persistence, and growth trend of this student population 

across the country. Therefore, it is difficult to determine their needs and design student 

programs to serve them effectively. 

Contact Findings 

Once the information was gathered from key individuals at the University of 

Arizona, and initial investigation was conducted using the world wide web as resources, 

the questionnaire and cover letter were completed and sent to the University of 

Arizona's 15 peer institutions. This initial mailing occurred via e-mail using the 1998-
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1999 copy of the American College Personnel Association Member Resource Directory 

provided by Dianna Hyland at the University of Arizona. The results from this initial e-

mail distribution is important to note. Many of the e-mail recipients did not respond at 

all, and a few of the recipients responded directing the questionnaire to another 

individual at their institution. Therefore, an Internet search was conducted to attempt to 

find a new (or non) traditional student center, student activities office, student 

organization or program office, or other organization at each institution which would 

have the highest probability of having an individual capable of completing the 

questionnaire. This was a tremendous undertaking that involved repeated e-mail and 

telephone conversations with many individuals at the institutions. This search found 

only four institutions. The University of Florida, The University of Utah, Michigan 

State University and The University of California - Berkeley that listed a "non"-

traditional student or "Re-entry" student organization. 

During phone and e-mail inquiries, several other references were given to 

women's centers or adult continuing education organizations in the universities. For 

example, the University of Iowa and the University of Missouri - Columbia provided 

referrals to the women's centers in their institutions. Additionally, Ohio State 

University provided a referral to the Continuing Education Program. This was 

interesting in that continuing education programs historically provide services to non-

degree seeking adult students, even though it was explained that information on degree 

seeking students was sought for the purposes of this study. 
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What was interesting about the findings relative to searching for the appropriate 

unit and/or individual to which to send the questionnaire was that there is no 

consistency among the universities contacted about where services for new traditional 

students are housed organizationally in the institution. Additionally, there seemed to be 

general confusion among the staff questioned as to not only where the services were 

housed, but also whether the services existed at all. 

The contact information for each of the peer universities is provided individually 

below and in table form as Appendix G. 

The University of California - Berkeley employs a coordinator for the Re-entry 

Student Services but this institution provided no response to repeated e-mail messages 

and phone calls. 

The University of Florida provides services for new traditional students through 

the Student Activities Center and has a volunteer Non-Traditional Student Organization 

coordinator. This volunteer is a non-traditional student herself who volunteers 

approximately 10 hours per week to coordinate services for non traditional students. 

This volunteer coordinator completed the questionnaire via phone interview. 

The University of Illinois - Champaign/Urbana made an initial referral to their 

women's center. After conversations with several individuals in various departments at 

the institution, it was determined that no services are provided specifically to new 

traditional students nor are data kept on this student population. 

The University of Iowa made an initial referral to their women's center, then to 

the Dean of Students and finally to the Council of Staff. The University of Iowa has an 
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extensive program for non-traditional aged students but focuses on services and 

academic assistance for students of a non-traditional younger age (i.e., 15, 16, and 17 

year-old students who completed high school at an early age). There was no organized 

program or service center for students of non-traditional older ages. 

Michigan State University's web site listed a Non-Traditional Student 

Organization and coordinator. Repeated e-mail messages and messages left for the 

coordinator produced no results. 

Several contacts were attempted at The University of Michigan - Aim Arbor. 

Referrals to several departments and units were made including Admissions, Minority 

Students Services, the Center for Women, and the Institute of Social Research . Each 

department contacted provided a referral to another departments and no individual 

spoken with had any knowledge of services being provided to new traditional students. 

It was determined that no organized effort to address new traditional students was 

present at this university. Therefore, it is unknown if any data are collected or 

maintained on this student population. 

The Student Services - Registrar's Office at the University of Minnesota - Twin 

Cities was contacted initially. A referral as made to the Undergraduate Admissions 

Office that reported that no such unit existed at the university and no data were 

maintained on new traditional students. 

At the University of Missouri - Columbia, the Women's Center was given as a 

referral, and again, this contact reported that no such unit existed at the university and 

no data were maintained on new traditional students. 
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Contact with the University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill was made with the 

Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions. He reported that "there is no formal 

category for non-traditional students, though students who have been five years 

removed from high school or 25 years old can be exempted from normal requirements 

of high school and SAT". He also reported that many of their non-traditional students 

were enrolled in the Continuing Education program that is a part-time non-degree 

seeking program. Given the criteria of collecting data only for the degree-seeking the 

student population for the purposes of this study, no attempt was made to contact the 

Continuing Education program at this institution. 

After repeated contacts with individuals at Ohio State University, several 

referrals were made including the Continuing Education program. The Associate 

Director of this program provided valuable information about the services offered to 

new traditional students at the institution and completed the questionnaire via phone 

interview. Although Ohio State University's Continuing Education program is geared 

toward adult students who are non-degree seeking, a unit housed within this program, 

called the University College - Evening Program, caters to the academic needs of the 

new traditional degree seeking student population. 

At Texas A & M University, the Department of Student Life provides services 

to new traditional students. An employee in this office was able to complete the 

questionnaire and return it by facsimile. 

The University of Utah lists a Non-Traditional Student Coordinator. Contact 

was made with his office. Several phone messages were left and an e-mail message 
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with questionnaire attached was sent to the coordinator, but no response was received. 

No additional information is known about the services at this university other than the 

coordinator is a student, and the position is a part-time job. 

The University of Virginia made a referral to the Assistant Dean, Student 

Organizations. Several phone calls and e-mail messages to this individual produced no 

responses. 

At the University of Washington, the Educational Outreach program is 

responsible for gathering data on and providing resources to new traditional students. 

The questionnaire was completed via phone interview with a representative from that 

program. 

A questionnaire and cover letter was sent via e-mail to the Assistant Director of 

Admissions at the University of Wisconsin - Madison. After several follow-up e-mail 

messages, no contact was made and the questionnaire was not completed. 

Findings - Peer Institutions 

Given that only four institutions completed the survey (University of Florida, 

Ohio State University, Texas A & M University, and University of Washington), it is 

impossible to draw generalizable conclusions about the consistency of how new 

traditional students are defined nation-wide and what services are provided. However, it 

is possible to develop recommendations for the University of Arizona based on the 

information that was found. The following information was found among the four 
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responding institutions and is reported in either in text below or in table format as 

Appendix H. 

On item #1, Criteria and Services, no consistency was found among the 

reporting institutions regarding the criteria used to identify new traditional students (see 

Appendix H). In fact, not one area of the criteria was consistently noted among all four 

institutions. Three of the institutions used age as a criterion, however, the age used was 

not consistent. The fourth university, the University of Washington, considered any 

student enrolled in the evening degree program to be new traditional. Two of the 

institutions (University of Florida and Texas A «& M) indicated caring for another 

individual, whether it be a child or parent, as a criterion for being categorized as a new 

traditional student, and these same two institutions indicated being married as a 

criterion as well. These findings seemed to be the only consistent thread in the criteria 

for definition among the reporting institutions. 

Only one institution (University of Washington) indicated that the imiversity collects 

data on new traditional students. Of the report examples given on the questionnaire, all 

were collected except the ratio of new traditional students to the entire undergraduate 

population. The other three universities reported that they did not collect or report data 

on new traditional students at their institution, yet an interesting note is that these 

institution were able to supply data on item #6 (Historical Perspective) - percent of 

degree-seeking new traditional students. When questioned about this discrepancy, all 

three replied that the institution does not run official reports on new traditional students 

from the database on a routine basis, but simply gathers these data from general reports 
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produced by the university reporting data on the student population as a whole. Some 

indicated they produced reports within their own units. These reports were not 

considered by them to be reports generated to "specifically" report data on new 

traditional students. 

All four institutions reported that there were at least some student services 

provided specifically to new traditional students (item #3 - student services). The only 

consistency among all four institutions, however, was that all universities provide 

advising services, and none of the universities provided peer mentoring or financial aid 

to new traditional students (see Appendix H). Several services not offered as choices on 

the item were noted by the reporting universities including family housing, career 

services, separate orientations for new traditional students, and a publication designed 

to include services available specifically to new traditional students. Several services 

were noted was being available, such as child care services and financial aid, but these 

services are available to all students, not just to new traditional students. 

Gathering historical data was more difficult and inconsistent. As previously 

noted, three of the institutions indicated that reports were not generated, however, did 

report that data were collected on new traditional students in the historical perspective 

section of the questionnaire. The inconsistency of these reports is not specifically 

known, other than the fact that the reporting institutions indicated that their individual 

units run the data, but not the institution as a whole. The reports, however, indicated no 

consistency in terms of how long data have been collected. Two of the universities 
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(Texas A & M and University of Washington) indicated that data had been collected for 

more than five years. 

Items #2, #3, and #4 in the Historical Perspective section of the questionnaire 

appeared to have been difficult items for the institutions to answer. None of the 

institutions indicated that any formal or informal process was used to define new 

traditional students. All four institutions replied that if a process was used, they were 

unaware of its origins. Additionally, none of the reporting institutions cited any 

rationale that the institution used to create the criteria they used in defining new 

traditional students. However, two of the universities indicated a justification for 

creating the student services that were offered to new traditional students. The 

coordinator at the University of Florida simply suggested to her administrators that a 

coordinator be created to manage student services for new traditional students and she 

subsequently got the job. (It is important to note that this position is a volunteer position 

and the budget for services is relatively low - $3,000/semester.) At Ohio State 

University, the Continuing Education office was created after the end of World War II 

to serve returning veterans. Originally, this office was called "Twilight School" 

because the classes were offered in the evenings after working hours. It was reported 

that at this time in history, evening university classes were unusual and met with some 

degree of controversy at the institution. 

The allocation of resources (i.e., budget and personnel) varied widely among the 

reporting institutions. With the exception of the University of Florida, where the budget 

for services for new traditional students was specifically known, there were no funds 
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earmarked for services for new traditional students. Both Ohio State University and 

Texas A & M University reported that it was difficult to determine the exact budget for 

services to new traditional students because these services were provided using funds 

fi-om larger units or programs and were not tracked individually. The same was true for 

personnel. While some personnel performed duties related to services for new 

traditional students, there was no direct allocation of human or other resources 

specifically to these duties. 

Reported percentages of new traditional students to total undergraduate student 

population varied as well. It is interesting to note that while only 11% of the total 

undergraduate population at Texas A & M University was considered new traditional, 

this institution seemed to provide more resources than the other reporting universities. 

Conversely, the University of Florida reported that 35% of their population is 

considered new traditional, yet this institution provided a very small budget and offered 

only a volunteer coordinator to manage services for this very large population. This 

information poses questions about the accuracy of the report that 35% of the population 

is considered new traditional. 

While only one university reported an unknown total undergraduate student 

population, the other three institutions reported similarly sized undergraduate student 

populations. This indicates a relatively consistent sample from the population relative 

to size of institution. 

When asked for comments, suggestions, or issues that should be further 

addressed, the respondent at only one institution (University of Florida) stated that she 
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believed universities should be asking students if they consider themselves new 

traditional and if so, why. The coordinator responding to the questionnaire reported that 

she believed a self-report by the student was the most accurate criterion to use when 

defining new traditional students and should be the sole criterion used for definition. 

Her rationale for this opinion was that she believed when students self-identify with a 

particular group of students, they are more likely to feel a sense of community and 

remain enrolled in the university. 

All four reporting institutions requested a copy of the study results when 

completed. All expressed a desire to examine what services other institutions are 

providing, and understand how new traditional students are being defmed. Of those 

individuals interviewed by phone, there was a general sense of dissatisfaction with the 

level of importance and allocation of resources that their individual institutions were 

giving to this student population and felt that more could and should be done to support 

the retention of new traditional students. 

While the percentage of reporting institutions was very low (.267), conclusions 

can be drawn from the available data to make recommendations for policy and 

procedures changes at the University of Arizona. 
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CHAPTERS 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

While much was learned from this study, there are still many unanswered 

questions relative to the original problem question. However, it is possible to draw 

conclusions and make recommendations relative to the information found. 

As stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of this study is to examine undergraduate 

student data that are currently reported at the University of Arizona to: 

• Make policy/procedure recommendations about how new traditional students are 

defined. 

• Propose a set of more specific criteria for identification of new traditional students, 

so that 

• Interventions can be designed for the purposes of motivating the persistence of the 

new traditional student population at the University of Arizona. 

• Follow-up contact can occur to learn reasons for new-traditional students' failure to 

persist as undergraduate students at the University of Arizona. 

Defining New Traditional Students 

The most noteworthy finding is that there is a considerable lack of consistency 

among institutions in defining the new traditional student population. Little was gained 

from the surveys provided by the University of Arizona's peer institutions relative to 

direct suggestions on how to redefine the criteria used to define new traditional students 
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at the University of Arizona. What was interesting, however, was discovering the 

variety of criteria used to define new traditional students among the institutions and the 

rationale for the creation of the criteria. 

The inconsistency of the findings reveals that the level of importance placed 

upon and allocation of resources given to serving new traditional students does not 

reflect the numbers these students represent in our nation's universities. As pointed out 

in Chapter 2, the number of these students continues to increase. As more adult 

students return to the college classroom, it seems prudent for the universities to seek 

information relative to this student population. If it is indeed true that new traditional 

students have lower persistence rates than traditional aged students (as evidenced by 

reports generated at the University of Arizona), then as the number of these students 

increase, more attention should be paid to their persistence rates in order to improve this 

statistic for the university as a whole. However, of the universities reporting, only one 

indicated that data are gathered on this student population. If steps were taken to 

improve persistence rates for the new traditional student population, then overall 

persistence rates would improve for the university. However, as previously pointed out, 

no standard definition for new traditional students exists, therefore it is difficult to 

examine persistence rates. Additionally, there seems to be general dissatisfaction among 

the universities responding to the questionnaire about how this student population is 

defined. 

The universities surveyed seemed uncertain as to the original establishment of 

an appropriate definition, and whether the definition they had created was appropriate. 



66 

Representatives at the University of Arizona seemed to share these concerns. The 

individuals interviewed at the University of Arizona agreed that the current age-aione 

criterion was an inappropriate way to identify the new traditional student. However, it 

was noted that without a significant allocation of additional resources to modify the 

student database and create student services, it is difficult to make significant changes to 

the definition. In other words, data beyond age are not currently captured or maintained 

on students and adding fields onto the current student database is time and labor 

intensive. 

Since making policy and procedure recommendations relative to changing the 

management information infrastructure of the University of Arizona involves additional 

expenditures and/or reallocation of resources to provide support to implement the 

recommendations, it seems practical to make suggestions that minimize, if not avoid 

this occurrence. Therefore, it is recommended that no significant change institution-

wide within the student database framework be made. A question remains, however. 

How would the University of Arizona develop criteria for definition of identification of 

new traditional students without having the infrastructure in place to identify this 

population? The answer lies in the creation of criteria where identification can be 

determined using the data already available. 

Proposing Specific Criteria 

As pointed out in Chapter 2, Long Island University, in the 1970s, used an 

"exclusionary" definition rather than and "inclusive" one. They defmed new traditional 

students not by characteristics they shared, but rather by characteristics they did not 
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share. At this institution, the new traditional student was identified as any student not 

enrolled in the full-time daytime undergraduate program and not between 18 and 22 

years of age. The University of Arizona can easily search the database on all degree-

seeking students using these parameters except for searching for students enrolled in 

daytime classes. Since the University of Arizona is predominantly a daytime campus, 

this parameter seems unreasonable to use for identification of new traditional students. 

However, full or part-time status is noted in the database, as well as age, so reports can 

easily be generated. Using the full time status and age together, reports can be generated 

that will produce an initial list of "potential" new traditional students. The rationale for 

this definition is that exclusion of both criteria must be met in order to be included on 

the list. For example, if a student is full-time status and 26 years old, the student will 

appear on the list. Furthermore, if a student is part-time status, yet 19 years old, the 

student will still make the list. It has been previously argued that age alone is a 

relatively unreliable indicator for the purposes of identifying new traditional students. 

It is further argued that both of the students used in the example above have the 

potential of being classified as a new traditional student. In other words, it is posited 

that the only true "traditional" student is one who is 18-22 years old and enrolled in the 

university full-time. All other students have the potential of being characterized as new 

traditional. 

However, this potential does not solely indicate that the student should be noted 

as new traditional. In fact, using a list such as this would most probably create an even 
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more heterogeneous population of new traditional students and represent a rather large 

percentage of the total student population. 

Creating this potential list, however, allows the university to examine a large 

pool of students who have characteristics that could classify them as new traditional. 

Therefore, a second step in determining this student population is needed. Since 

altering the student database is an unreasonable suggestion, as noted above, it is 

recommended that the students appearing on this list be polled to determine criteria for 

further narrowing of the population. To do this, the University of Arizona New 

Traditional Student Services coordinator could send notices to these students requesting 

that an information form be completed on line or in hard copy (Appendix I). Each 

student would be asked to complete the form and submit results to the New Traditional 

Student Services office. A determination could then be made by that office, using the 

criteria on the information form, as to whether the student should be designated as a 

new traditional student or traditional student. This criteria includes (1) primarily self-

supporting, (2) married/living with significant parmer, (3) parent or financially 

responsible for another person/family member, and (4) considers him/herself a new 

traditional student, with space to indicate why. If a student indicates any one of these 

criterion, the determination can be made that this student qualifies as a new traditional 

student with significantly different needs than their traditional aged counterparts. These 

items of criteria were found to be consistent through the initial investigation of 

universities via the Internet, is supported by research that indicates this criteria (CERI, 
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1987) and parallels results from the questionnaire completed by the four reporting peer 

institutions. Further rationale for using these criteria is given below. 

Students who are primarily self-supporting will have additional pressures and 

responsibilities than a traditional student who is supported by student loans, grants, 

parents, or other sources. As noted by CERI (1987), responsibilities of the new 

traditional student, regardless of specific life circumstances, overall are likely to be 

relatively greater than those facing a traditional student, especially financial 

considerations. Further, according to Lewin's model of the life space, as the number of 

life space regions increase, the complexity of the interaction of the regions increase, 

thus creating additional pressure and disequilibrium in the individual's life. In other 

words, if a student adds financial responsibilities on top of academic responsibilities, 

pressure on the student increases. Therefore, being self-supporting creates a situation 

for the student in which s/he has additional needs and pressures not shared by a 

supported "traditional" student, and justifies classification as new traditional. 

Additionally, being married or living with a significant partner creates a higher 

level of complexity relative to the student's performance in school. It can be argued 

that this relationship can either positively or negatively influence a student's 

persistence. This is supported by Lewin's concept of the change process in which the 

notion of relational refreezing, which was previously noted, is considered. If a student 

perceives that going to college is central to his/her relationship with his/her spouse or 

significant partner, and the partner values or does not value the student's participation in 

school, then whatever opinion is held by the spouse/parmer will most likely influence 
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persistence. Thus, relational refreezing, as described in Chapter 2, will serve as a 

motivator, either positively or negatively, for the student to persist. Therefore, being 

married, or in some other form of committed relationship creates additional complexity 

and should classify the student as new traditional. 

Being a parent or financially responsible for another family member or person 

plays a similar role to that of being self-supporting, however increases the complexity 

and burden of the financial situation of the student. In this situation, not only is the 

student financially responsible for him/herself, but also has the added responsibility of 

maintaining financial security for others. This criterion, then, most certainly would 

characterize the student as new traditional. 

The final criterion is the most salient and is related to the psychological position 

of the student. Asking the student if s/he considers him/herself a new traditional student 

is probably the strongest indicator relative to the criteria for definition as a new 

traditional student. This is supported by Lewin's concept of group belongingness. If a 

student describes him/herself as new traditional, then this phenomenon plays out. 

Lewin maintained that an individual's social goals include a wish to belong or not to 

belong to a certain group; the idea of being an insider or outsider. He posited that group 

belongingness is crucial for the feeling of security. Viewing him/herself as either 

belonging to the new traditional group or "not" belonging to the general university 

student population, will most certainly impact the student's psychological state, and 

would most certainly have an impact on persistence rates. Additionally, it was found at 

the University of Florida, that the main criterion used to determine new traditional 
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students was this idea of self-identification. The coordinator indicated this as the 

determining factor for inclusion in the new traditional population, even if she felt the 

student was "traditional." She stated that "If the student "thinks" they are new (sic) 

traditional, then that's good enough for me." It is argued then, that indicating this 

criterion would justify inclusion in the new traditional student population. 

Using this set of criteria could further reduce the number of potential new 

traditional students on the original list. It is obviously noted, however, that not all 

students would complete the information form, and thus many potential new traditional 

students would not be included in the population. Additionally, there may also be 

students who are between 18 and 22 years old and a full time student thus not included 

on the potential new traditional student list, but actually qualify as new traditional, such 

as a student who is married. However, the rationale for ignoring these occurrences is 

the feasibility of expending the additional resources necessary to make a more narrow 

definition of the new traditional student population, relative to policy changes requiring 

altering the database and modifying procedural practices. The purpose of this study was 

to investigate current definitions and practices in order to make recommendations for 

creating a more appropriate definition of the new traditional student beyond age alone 

so that a more homogeneous population than currently exists can be determined. It is 

argued that this new definition accomplishes that goal, and creates a practical and 

feasible implementation without much additional investment of resources. 
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Follow-Up Contact 

Once the forms are completed by the students and the new traditional student 

population is better defined, one field could then be added to the student database with 

designation of T (traditional) or N (new traditional) indicated in the field. All students 

not included on the potential new traditional student list would be given a T 

designation, and students completing the information form and qualifying as new 

traditional would be given an N designation. Attempts could then be made to contact 

students included on the initial potential new traditional list but who did not complete 

the information form. If this attempt was unsuccessful, then the designation of N should 

be indicated, arguing that not meeting the initial criteria of 18-22 years old and full-time 

status would indicate a more likely association with a new traditional student definition. 

This then, would complete the initial designation process for the current student 

population. 

Each new enrollment period would generate a new report for all students just 

admitted and excluded from the initial criteria (18-22 years old and full time status) to 

ensure that all students are identified as they are admitted and only identified once. 

Further, it is argued that once identified as traditional or new traditional, the designation 

would remain constant throughout the student's academic career. This system would 

alleviate the problem of students "crossing over" into the new traditional category part 

way through their undergraduate career. However this practice is flawed in that a 

student who is originally classified as traditional and then becomes married or a parent, 

for example, becomes new traditional by definition but remains classified in the student 
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database as traditional. It is argued that a student's original entry into college is the best 

time to designate a student as traditional or new traditional, and tracking the evolution 

of individual students' life situations for a population exceeding 25,000 is an 

unreasonable recommendation and impossible task given the current level of resources. 

Once the new traditional student population is better defined, contact with these 

students becomes easier, and data reports run on this student population create a more 

accurate picture of the representation these students have in the overall student 

population. Persistence and graduation rates, and academic performance (GPA) can 

then be examined to determine how they are performing in college and how successful 

they are at attaining an undergraduate degree. It is argued that these reports will more 

accurately reflect the data on this student population because the students have been 

defined using a more appropriate set of criteria. Since the recommendations included in 

this study include additional work to identify and designate this student population, 

reports cannot be generated to show comparisons for persistence and graduation rates 

and GPA figures between the currently defined new traditional student population (>25) 

and this student population under the recommended new definition. Once the 

recommended identification process occurs, these figures can then be compared to see if 

significant differences are found. 

Contact with these students first occurs with the distribution of the information 

forms. This contact becomes the initial step in serving these students so that motivation 

strategies to encourage persistence and creation of student services to better address this 

population's needs may be addressed. The form would also include an item asking the 
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student what services they would like offered specifically to new traditional students. 

This information, now coming from a more homogeneous population, could be used to 

examine what currently exists within the university system compared to what the 

students indicate they want. Additionally, it would be reasonable to ask the students 

how they would like to be referred to. As evidenced by an interview with Ann 

Wolnick, new traditional students were recently polled and indicated that the term "new 

traditional" was unsettling and had little meaning for them. It is surmised that asking 

the students what they would like to be called would aid in a sense of group 

belongingness and may contribute to improved persistence rates. 

Interventions 

As evidenced by the results of the questionnaire completed by the peer 

institutions, the services offered to students varied significantly. Based on this 

information alone, it is impossible to determine a standard set of services that should be 

provided. The discrepancies among institutions indicate that there are different needs 

among the new traditional student populations from institution to institution. However, 

more importantly, it is argued that the reason these services differ is because the 

definitions differ, and so services are being created for a different student population at 

each institution. Therefore, it is important to gather this information from the new 

traditional student population at the University of Arizona using the new criteria so that 

services can be customized and designed to best meet this particular population's needs. 
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It was not the intention of this study to recommend specific student services or 

intervention strategies for the new traditional student population. Clearly, more 

research is needed to identify the needs and desires of this specific population at the 

University of Arizona. Results from this research would better define these needs than 

can possibly be posited in this study using only past literature and Lewin's theoretical 

framework as the basis for recommendations. However, what can be recommended is 

the use of what has been learned through past research and Lewin's constructs in 

identifying strategies for implementation once the needs of this population are known. 

As pointed out in the literature, it is important to consider the psychological 

needs of the students when designing strategies for intervention and creating a 

motivational environment conducive to the new traditional student. Knowing what their 

psychological needs are relative to the services they desire from the institution is the 

first step in meeting these psychological needs. 

Motivational factors for these students will most likely differ from those of 

traditional students. It has been noted that the more matiu-e student (e.g., the new 

traditional student defined by the new criteria) possesses more intrinsic characteristics 

of motivation such as higher self-esteem and more internal locus of control (Ross, 

1989). These characteristics can be used to an advantage by the institution. Appealing 

to this higher self-esteem by creating an environment in which the new traditional 

student is respected and honored for past life experiences and informal education may 

assist in improving persistence of this population. Additionally, creating this 

environment will aid in creating, among new traditional students, that feeling of group 
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belongingness which Lewin postulates as important to creating psychological safety. 

This environment could be created in a variety of ways. Belonging to a group of 

students with like characteristics and needs is central to this feeling of community and 

could be accomplished by group activities, electronic communication, discussion 

groups, and/or seminars or presentations appealing to the new traditional student. 

However, as evidenced by the research, recognizing the time constraints on and 

complexity of the new traditional student's life is an important consideration when 

designing supplemental activities for these students which will consume additional time 

outside regular study and class time. 

Another motivational aspect of persistence is noted by Lewin's concept of 

fhistration. All aspects of the university system need to be examined to determine the 

stress points new traditional students feel within the system. For example, new 

traditional students could be asked to identify areas within the university that create the 

most fhistration and stress for them such as navigating administration processes, 

completing homework, taking tests, interacting with faculty and/or fmancial 

fhistrations. 

While it would be unreasonable to change administrative processes designed for 

all students to accommodate this specific student population alone, psychological 

support and/or advising assistance could be offered to help these students navigate the 

system. This may help to alleviate their level of frustration and may be seen as 

alternative methods (Lewin's concept of substitution) for getting through the 

administrative bureaucracy of the university system. 
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It has been noted in the research that the new traditional student, potentially 

being out of the classroom for some time, may experience a higher level of anxiety 

when completing homework and/or taking tests. The idea that these students may 

experience this anxiety is further supported by the questionnaire results in which three 

of the four universities reported that study skills workshops are offered to this student 

population. Recognizing this occurrence, if it is indeed present, would substantiate the 

implementation or maintenance of study skills workshops for this population. 

Research has shown that new traditional students are more active in the 

classroom and want to engage more often with faculty members (Escott, Semlak, & 

Comadena, 1990). Additionally, more mature students have been shown to be more 

self-directed (Knowles, 1975). It would be important to determine, then, how new 

traditional students perceive their experiences in the classroom including interaction 

with faculty and the level of authority and autonomy they feel they have in completing 

assignments. Knowing how much of an indicator classroom interaction is to the 

motivation to persist and how much frustration this creates for the new traditional 

student will help justify the transformation of teaching methodologies in the college 

classroom. It has been noted in the research that college education is adult education 

and that classrooms should be designed to appeal to adult audiences (Bowen, 1980). 

While such a transformation at the institution would predictably be slow and 

evolutionary, having such data from the student population would assist in motivating 

faculty at the institution to transform the way they interact with students both in and out 

of the classroom. 
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Since financial considerations are noted as one of the main reasons new 

traditional students drop out of college (CERl, 1987), it is important to note this issue as 

particularly salient. None of the universities responding to the questionnaire indicated 

that financial aid was available specifically to this student population. If it is indeed 

found, through interviews and surveys of new traditional students, that this is indeed a 

main indicator influencing persistence, then the institution should take steps to identify 

ways in which financial aid can be provided specifically for this population. 

Therefore, if identifying factors relative to fhistration for the new traditional 

student are determined, intervention strategies can be designed to address these needs 

and aid in a reduced level of frustration, and possibly improve persistence rates. 

However, it is argued that the central concept in improving persistence and 

graduation rates of this student population is the notion of change and how it affects the 

new traditional student's psychological needs. 

For most new traditional students, returning to the classroom represents a 

significant change in the student's life. Lewin's model of change, which includes the 

processes of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing can be used to examine how the 

process of retuming to school is affecting the student's overall psychological position 

and how interventions can be designed to aid in the refreezing process to include 

attendance at college. By the time the new traditional student arrives at the institution, 

the processes of unfreezing and changing have already occurred. The task, then, of the 

institution, is to ensure the process of refreezing occurs to include college as a 

significant and central concept in the degree-seeking new traditional student's life. It 
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would be important, therefore, for the institution to examine how the processes of 

unfi-eezing and change took place for the student. In other words, it would be essential 

to discover what the initial motivators (dissatisfiers) were that encouraged the student to 

pursue formal education whether it be personal or relational motivators. Furthermore, it 

would be important to note how the change process occurred and how the scanning 

and/or identification processes interacted to encourage enrollment. 

Once these are determined, then assistance with the refreezing process can take 

place. This may include personal coimseling and/or advising services to assist the 

student in maintaining a high level of commitment to continuing his/her education. 

However, it has been noted in the research that overall, students are dissatisfied with 

advising services offered at universities across the country (Noble, 1988). Since this is 

postulated as true, then it follows that dissatisfaction with advising may be a major 

influencer of persistence. And, since it is argued that counseling and advising may be 

central to the refreezing process, then the university should attempt to improve these 

services. So, even though all four universities indicated on the questionnaire that 

advising services are provided specifically to this student population, it would be 

pmdent for the universities to examine the quality of those advising services. 

What has been noted above are suggestions for use of the literature and Lewin's 

change model to design intervention strategies to improve persistence of the new 

traditional student population. However, it is reasonable to assume, that regardless of 

the institution's commitment to accepting and implementing these recommendations, 

there will be a proportion of these students who fail to persist. Much can be learned 
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from these students if the institution is willing to exert the effort necessary to obtain 

data from them. 

Interacting only with students who are currently enrolled at the university 

produces only half the picture of what motivates or de-motivates the new traditional 

student, and gathering data from persisting students is no more than a practice in 

preaching to the proverbial choir. Understanding what motivates both currently 

enrolled new traditional students to persist as well as discovering what de-motivated 

students to drop out produces a more complete picture in understanding this student 

population and aids in the design of intervention strategies and student services. 

Therefore, it is recommended that exit surveys be conducted on these students 

when they fail to persist for two semesters. Although it is surmised that a return rate on 

surveys mailed to students who have been out of the university system for one year 

would be rather low, much could be gained from a few surveys. Examining reasons 

students are leaving the university system would assist in creating the justification for 

creating new services and changing current administrative or classroom practices. 

Items on the survey should be grounded in Lewin's constructs of change, frustration, 

and group belongingness, and focus on levels of satisfaction with student services and 

classroom experiences. 

In addition to an exit survey, it is recommended that requests for transcripts by 

other institutions be tracked and matched to lists of new traditional students who drop 

out. For example, if a new traditional student drops out, a request could be made, at a 

later date, of the department that handles requests for transcripts to help determine if the 
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new traditional student dropped out for the purpose of attending another institution or 

seeking alternative education. While a request for a transcript is no guarantee that a 

student will enroll in the new institution, it is a strong indicator that the student may not 

be dissatisfied with the educational experience as a whole, but perhaps only the 

educational experience at the University of Arizona. This too would influence potential 

improvement to current practices. 

It is important to continually gather information and feedback from both 

persisting and drop-out new traditional students in order to gain a holistic picture of 

what motivates these students and how persistence rates can be improved. The initial 

investigation and identification processes will be labor and time intensive, but it is 

argued that the creation of this new infi^tructure will better define this student 

population and lead to the creation of more effective student services, thus potentially 

improving persistence and graduation rates for the institution as a whole. 

Summary 

The completion of this study produced some plausible answers to the research 

question, however also created additional questions that should be addressed in further 

research. It has been noted that a completely accurate definition of new traditional 

students is impossible and the only reasonable route is to create a set of criteria that 

better defines this population in order to create a more homogeneous group. The process 

of conducting this research has raised some basic philosophical questions that remain 

unanswered, and will probably remain so. 
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No matter what criteria are used, there is always room for debate as to what 

constitutes a new traditional student. This begs the question, what is a "traditional" 

student? Since universities have historically assumed that all students are the same, it is 

potentially a subject of debate as to whether to attempt to categorize students at all. 

Conversely, it can be argued that no two students are the same and each will have 

different needs depending on life and family situations, experience, gender, ethnicity, 

and so on. Based on that argument, we can conclude that all students are new 

traditional. The term new traditional has taken on a different meaning during the course 

of completing this research. Although originally designated to include students who 

were not traditional (i.e., student who enroll immediately following graduation from 

high school), the term new traditional could conceivably be coined for all students in 

the university. In other words, all students are traditional and all students are new 

traditional. The best any institution can do is to attempt to create services to meet the 

needs of most of its student body in an attempt to improve persistence and graduation 

rates and enhance the educational experience of these students overall. Therefore, 

attempts at identifying pockets of differentiated populations of students within the 

institution, and within groups (e.g. "new traditional" students) are the best ways to 

identify what services are needed to meet these goals. 
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Persistence and Graduation Summary 
All iVeshmen 

^aditional Students 
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Cohort 

Origiaal Mean 
Ut YR CGPA 

N u n b e r  o f  Y e a n  A f t e r  E n t r y  
2  1 4  5  

19S7 Freshmen 
EatoUed 
Graduated 

4666 2.493 
76% 6S% 60% 40% 13% 5% 3% 
0% 0% 0% 17% 41% 43% 31% 

IMS fVesIinien 
EatoUed 
Gradaated 

1989 FVcahxnen 
EaroUcd 
Gradsated 

1990 fycshmcn 
EaroUed 
Gradsated 

5319 

54 34 

4311 

3.S4S 

2.545 

2.636 

77% 65% 60% 40% 13% 6% 3% 
0% 0% 0% 18% 43% 50% 53% 

74% 63% 58% 39% 13% 6% 3% 
0% 0% 0% 18% 43% 49% 51% 

74% 63% 61% 41% 13% 6% 3% 
0% 0% 1% 18% 43% 30% 53% 

1991 FVcshznea 
Enrolled 
Gradoated 

4172 2.S98 
74% 
0% 

65% 61% 39% 14% 6% 
0% 0% 19% 43% 50% 

3% 
53% 

1992 FVeshmcn 
Enrolled 
Gradaated 

1993 Freshmen 
Enrolled 
Gradaated 

1994 SVesbmen 
EaroOed 
Gradaated 

3987 

4493 

4447 

3.633 

3.595 

3.653 

77% 
0% 

73% 
0% 

76% 
0% 

66% 61% 38% 13% 3% 
0% 1% 30% 43% 33% 

63% 58% 15% 11% 
0% 1% 23% 44% 

65% 61% 14% 
0% 1% 26% 

1995 IVeslmica 
Ea rolled 
Gradaated 

4537 3.617 
74% 
0% 

65% 61% 
0% 1% 

199C fVeshmen 
Enrolled 
Gradaated 

4136 3.637 
76% 
0% 

65% 
0% 

1997 FVeshmcn 
Enrolled 
Gradnated 

4551 2.560 
76% 
0% 

Snmrnnry 
Total 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

50053 45503 41366 36839 32383 27889 33903 
73% 64% 60% 38% 13% 6% 3% 
0% 0% 1% 20% 43% 30% 53% 

Stadent Research Office, Febmarr 1, 1999 
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APPENDIX B 

_ The University of Arizona 
Persistence and Graduation Summary 

All EVeshmen 
Non-TVaditional Students 

Original Mean Nnmbet of Yean After Entry 
Cahsii Nambgr l»t YR CGPA 12 1 4 5 6 7 

1987 FVeshmen 
EnroOed 
Gfadaatcd 

1988 fyeshmcn 
EaroUed 
Graduated 

1989 EVealuncn 
Enrolled 
Gradaatcd 

1990 Oesliaicn 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

1991 Oeshmea 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

44 

52 

50 

36 

41 

2.850 

3.904 

2.732 

2.938 

2.650 

61% SOX 48% 34% 14% 3% 7% 
0% 0% 2% 16% 36% 43% 43% 

62% 50% 38% 39% 12% 6% 6% 
0% 2% 4% 17% 29% 37% 38% 

62% 62% 36% 30% 16% 6% 4% 
0% 0% 10% 20% 28% 34% 38% 

75% 64% 44% 31% 19% 8% 14% 
0% 0% 6% 14% 25% 36% 36% 

59% 56% 44% 39% 12% 30% 7% 
0% 0% 5% 13% 20% 30% 32% 

1992 fVcshinen 
Enrolled 

. Graduated 

1993 fVesluacn 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

43 

43 

3.068 

2.843 

71% 64% 53% 40% 7% 7% 
0% 0% 2% 14% 31% 33% 

72% 44% 40% 23% 14% 
0% 0% 9% 16% 21% 

1994 Freshmen 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

1905 fVcshaMn 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

1996 EVeshmea 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

1997 IWshmca 
En tolled 
Graduated 

17 

24 

36 

2.730 

2.691 

2.898 

2.834 

65% 57% 49% 19% 
0% 1% 3% 34% 

65% 59% 53% 
0% 0% 6% 

67% 54% 
0% 0% 

58% 
0% 

Summary 
Total 
Enrolled 
Graduated 

422 386 362 345 308 265 233 
65% 56% 44% 28% 13% 8% 7% 
0% 1% 5% 17% 27% 34% 36% 

Student Reaearck Ofice, Febraary 1. 1999 



The University of Arizona 

NEW TRADITIONAL (AGE 25-t-) UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 
Number Enrolled and Percent of All Undergraduates in Fall Terms* 

Fall Term 

Full'tlme 

Number % 

Part-time 

Number % 

Total 

Number % 

1988 2.474 11.41% 2,208 45.78% 4,682 17.66% 

1989 2,549 10.92% 2,281 46.05% 4,830 17.07% 

1990 2,532 11.14% 2,104 44.12% 4,636 16.86% 

1991 2,397 11.04% 2,170 42.55% 4,567 17.03% 

1992 2,515 11.73% 2,198 44.86% 4,713 17.89% 

1993 2,698 12.46% 2,126 43.47% 4,824 18.17% 

1994 2,752 12.70% 2,143 43.90% 4,895 18.50% 

1995 2,762 12.84% 2,222 47.97% 4,984 19.07% 

1996 2,644 12.92% 2,199 45.68% 4,843 19.15% 

1997 2,706 12.83% 2,150 47.78% 4,858 18.97% 

1998 2,487 11.63% 2,256 47.40% 4,743 18.14% 

£5 
m 

n 

'NOTE; Ptrctntagas are based on lha total undargraduata population, minus a small number lor whom the dale ol birth is unKnown. 

Student Research Oltlce 10/98 

00 



APPENDIX D 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MIZONA 
FALL 1998 Heidcount By Age 

Aoe Undergraduate | Ffrst Prof/Grad | Total 

W. 1 * 1 m. 1 » 1 NO. . 1 t 
Age Unknown 7| 0.031 21 0.021 9| 0.03 

15 - 17 5431 2.081 • 1 -1 S43| 1.58 

18 4.5411 17.361 • I •1 4.5411 13.23 

19 3.9371 15.051 3| 0.041 3.9401 11.48 

20 3.5881 13.721 181 0.221 3.6061 10.50 

21 3.7701 14.411 90| 1.101 3.8601 11.24 

22 1 2.6491 10.131 3S0| 4.281 2.9991 8.74 

23 1 1.4511 5.551 5241 6.411 1.975] 5.75 

2* 1 9351 3.571 6261 7.661 1.S61I 4.55 

25 1 6351 2.431 5821 7.121 1.2171 3.55 

26 1 5611 2.141 606| 7.421 1.1671 3.40 

27 1 5031 1.921 5301 6.491 1.0331 3.01 

28 1 414| 1.581 5171 6.331 9311 2.71 

29 1 3111 1.191 4331 5.301 7441 2.17 

30 1 2281 0.871 3621 4.431 5901 1.72 

31 1 1811 0.691 2971 3.64| 4781 1.39 

32 1 1611 0.621 2731 3.34| 4341 1.26 

33 1 1511 0.581 2741 3.351 4251 1.24 

34 1 1331 0.511 229} 2.801 3621 1.05 

35 1 1251 0.481 234| 2.861 3591 1.05 

36-40 ' 1 5301 2.031 8271 10.121 1.3571 3.95 

41-45 1 39SI 1.511 6311 7.721 1.0261 2.99 

46-50 1 222| 0.851 4491 S.SOl 6711 1.95 

Sl-60 1 1531 0.581 2841 3.481 4371 1.27 

(CQNTINUEO) 

STIDCNT RESEARCH OFFICE: 9/98 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
FALL 199B Headcount By Age 

Age Undergraduate | First Prof/Grad | Total 

HO. 1 t 1 NO. 1 t 1 NO. , 1 X 

61 And Over 33| 0.131 29| 0.3SI a\ 0.18 

Total 26.1S7I 100.001 S.170I lOO.OOl 34.3271 100.00 

STUOEHT RESEARCH OFFICE: 9/9B 



THE UNIVCASITY OF AAIZC 
naL I99t H««dcounc By 

All Students 

und(rgr<du«ca | luicars 1 Ooccor<ce | CMMO TOTAL 1 

1 Hoacn 1 Mn 1 HoMfl 1 Hen t MoMn 1 H«n 1 HOMfl 1 Han 1 

lAqe Unknown 11 (1 . 1 11 • 1 11 11 >1 

1 Under IS 1231 1901 . 1 .1 .1 .1 3231 1901 

118 - 19 I.ISSI J.'TOJI 31 .1 .1 .1 4.7S9I 3.7031 

120 - 21 3.tTS| 3.4911 321 111 331 311 3.9401 3.S33I 

122 - 24 2.2C0I 2.(101 2021 ICfil S79I S4tl 3.0411 3.S241 

125 - 29 l.OSCI 1.)<3| 20CI 237; 1.0791 I,1411 2.3S1I 2.7411 

130 - 34 4«2I 4141 591 «l S79I 7341 l.OIOI 1.2141 

(35 * 39 J«l 2111 191 221 41t| 4211 ICII (SCI 

140 - 49 ISCI 2241 2SI 111 «IOI 4411 l.lCll C90I 

1 
o
 1241 7>; 31 (1 2441 1141 3711 1991 

ICS* «10l K •' • 1 - •" ISI 201 

(TOTAL 13.SS4I 12.soil SC9I S27I 3.<191 3,4SS| 17,1421 IC.4ISI 



THC UNtVCRSITY Or ARXZC TALL 1991 H««dcounc Dy 
Pull'Ciae 
I undaxgraduacc I Hascccs 1 ooctorat* 1 CMMD TOTAl. 1 

1 woMn 1 •Mn 1 Ho man l Hen 1 Hoaen 1 Hen 1 Hoacn | Hen 1 

(Aqt Unknovn • 1 21 .1 11 .1 11 .1 41 

lUndtr IB 3021 1731 .1 . 1 • 1 .1 3021 1731 

lie - 19 4.S3SI 3.S33I 31 -1 .1 .1 4,S3(I 3.S331 

120 - 21 3.47SI 3.1131 321 111 2tl 311 3.S3S1 3.1SSI 

122 - 4 1.C33I 2.1391 2021 l«l 4471 4S4I 2.2121 2.7S91 

125 - 9 <271 • «t 20SI 2371 73(1 1141 l.SCSl 1.9I7I 

130 - 4 2171 21(1 i91 CCl 2911 44<1 S74I 72ai 

135 - 9 1471 1011 391 211 1431 19SI 3291 324 1 

140 - 9 ISIt 121 3S1 1(1 1941 1(41 3771 2641 

ISO - 4 311 271 31 (1 4(1 291 (91 C21 

lest- 11 .1 . 1 • 1 11 .1 21 .1 

1 TOTAL 11.1341 10,2S9| SHI S2CI l.(9Sl 2.2041 13.S971 12.9(91 



TMC UHIVCRSITY Or MXZC 
ntLL ttti Haadeeune Sy 

Parc-tiaa 

I I Undarqcaduaea i Matcars I Ooctoraea I SRANO TOTAL I 

I I 1 
I I HoiMn I Hen I Hoaan | Hen I Hoaan I Han I Hoaan | Han | 
I • » ^ • • , 
lAqa Unknoun I II 4 1 .1 .( .1 II 41 
I • • • • I 
lUndar II I 211 17| .| .| .| .| 211 17| 
I » • 1 
118 - 19 I 2201 1701 .1 .1 .1 .1 2201 1101 
, • , • 1 
120 - 21 I 3991 37t| .1 .1 SI .1 40«l 37(1 
, • • , 
122 - 24 I (271 <711 .1 .| 1321 941 7S9| 7651 
I * 1 
125 - 29 I 4391 4971 II .1 3431 2641 7I3| 7Ci| 
I , • • 1 
130 - 34 I 22SI 19>l .1 .1 2(11 2((I SOSI 4(61 
I • • • • 1 
135 - 39 I 1971 lOSI .1 II 27SI 2261 4721 3321 
I • • • , 
140 - 49 I 29(1 1421 .1 .1 4(61 2(41 7(41 4261 
I • • • • • 1 
ISO - 64 I (61 S2I .1 .1 1961 (SI 2(21 1371 
I • 1 
IfiSi- I 71 101 .1 .1 61 101 131 201 

ITOTAL I 2.5201 2,2441 II II 1,724! 1.2S1I «,24SI 3,4961 
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nic uNivcRsrTY or arizc 
TALL 199i HCAdcounC By 

I lOcgra* undcrqrad I Other Und«rqc«d I Firse Prof. I Graduate I Total i I 
I I 1 I 
I I Full- I Part- I Full- | fart- I Full- i Part- I Full- | Part- ( Full- i Part- I Grand ! 
I I tiM I liM I tiM I cimm I tiM I tiu I Line I tiac I da* | tlM I Total I 
I • 1 • • 1 
lAqe Unknown I 21 .1 .1 SI 1| .1 I| .| «| 5| 9| 
, , 
lUnder 18 I 47SI 101 .1 211 .| .| .| 47SI 381 SUl 
I • 1 
lie - 19 I •,OStl 3C9I 101 211 3| .1 .| .1 t,071| 3901 (.4CII 
I • , 
120 - 21 I £.S<1| 7321 2I| 4SI 43| .1 591 S| fi,S91| 7821 7.4731 

122 - 24 I 3.7231 1,11(1 491 1821 3681 . 1 9011 2261 S,041| 1.S24I 6,S6S| 

|2S - 29 I 1.4611 7281 321 2081 442| II l.62o{ 607| 3,sssl I.S44I $.099' 
I • , 
130 - 34 I 4181 3141 1S| 1091 12SI . 1 744 1 S69I 1,3021 9921 2,2941 
I • 1 
|3S - 39 I 2411 2221 14| 801 601 1| 3381 SOU 6S3| 1041 1.4S7| 
I • * , 
140 - 49 I 2291 3281 111 1121 431 .1 3S8I 7701 6411 1,2101 1,8511 
I • , 1 
160 - 64 I 631 761 21 621 9| .| 77| 2811 ISII 4191 570| 
I • 1 
|£S<^ I II '>1 .1 101 .1 .1 II 161 21 331 3S| 

ITocal I 21,2321 3.9021 1611 8621 1,094| 21 4.0991 2,97S| 26,S86I 7,7411 34,327| 



APPENDIX E 

New-Traditional Students 
(Undergraduates 25 years of age or older) 

The Uniuersity of Arizona 
Fail 1998 

MENIlllllENT 
fiU1998 

TMal 3U17 
iMtenninii 26.15? 
NTS w' 

'muTtiii 
mtfMtnraiiaie 

Residency 

Ft# Part Total 

Full and Part Time NTS 

2.481 

Gender 

Part 
2.25S 

Total 
4.736 

Non-R«sident 322 369 691 
Resident 2.159 1,886 4,045 

Classirication 

FtM Part Total 
Fteshtnan 29 35 64 
Sophomore 171 156 327 
Junior 498 352 850 
Senior 1.710 1.131 2.841 
Unclassified 0 3 3 
Noo-degree 73 578 651 

Total 2.481 2.255 4.736 

Colleaes 
Rjl Part Total 

Female 1.186 1.251 2,437 Ful Part Total 
Male 1.295 1.004 2.299 Fine Alts 209 130 339 

University College 172 387 559 
Total 2.481 2.255 4.736 Humanities 129 113 242 

Sdenea 241 229 470 
Ethnicftv Sodal/Behavior Sd 446 328 774 

AZ Intamtl Campus 11 2 13 
Ft« Part Total Agriculture 250 155 405 

African American 81 73 154 Architecture 46 12 58 
Asian American 82 68 150 Bustness'Pubfie Adm 348 287 635 
Hispanic 431 373 804 Education 253 92 345 
Native American 99 56 155 Engineering & Mines 296 148 444 
White 1.586 1.419 3.005 Health Prof. 16 7 23 
Unknown 51 195 246 Nursing 64 47 111 
Foreigri 151 71 222 Corresportdertce 0 318 318 

Total 2.481 2.255 4,736 Total 2.481 2,255 4,736 
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APPENDIX F 

February 9,2000 

Name 
Tide 
Institution 
Address 

Dear Name, 

I am a graduate student at the University of Arizona majoring in Educational 
Psychology. I am conducting research for my master's thesis entitled "Retention of 
New "Non-Traditional Students: New Definitions and Policy Implications". (NOTE: 
For the purposes of my study, I am referring to what has historically been called "non-
traditional" students as "new-traditional" students.) In this study, I am examining how 
universities are currently defining new traditional students (i.e. smdents who do not 
enter college immediately following graduation from high school) and how data on this 
student population is reported and used to design student services and intervention 
strategies to aid in retaining these students. I am interested in degree-seeking 
undergraduate students only. 

I am working with Rick Kroc, Director, Office of Curricular & Enrollment 
Research, and Ann Wolnick, Program Director, Student Programs, at the University of 
Arizona to gather information about these students at our university. I would appreciate 
you taking the time to complete the attached questionnaire. I believe this is an important 
and intriguing question that should be addressed nationwide. Therefore, the 
information I gather could possibly aid you in thinking about the deHnition of the "new 
traditional" student at your own institution. I would be happy to provide you with the 
results of my thesis, if you would like. After completing the questionnaire, simply 
indicate on the last page your desire to have a copy. 

You may not be able to answer all the questions because the data may be 
available from another person or department within your university. It would be 
appreciated, however, if you would answer what you can, and return the questionnaire 
via FAX at (520) 626-3518 or in via attachment to e-mail message. Thank you, in 
advance, for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
Sue Leverenz 
Graduate Student, Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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Criteria and Services 

1) What criteria is used to define new-traditional students at your institution? 
(Please check all that apply and indicate specific criteria used) 

• Age (indicate age used) 

• Years since participating in a formal classroom experience. 

I I Employment history 

I I Current employment status 

I I Family composition and responsibilities. 

I I Financial self-sufficiency status (e.g. self-supporting vs. supported by other(s) 

• Military service 

• Other criteria used 

2) Does your institution report data '^specifically*' on your new traditional degree 
seeking undergraduate student population? 

• Yes • No 

If yes, what data is reported? 

• Ratio of new-traditional students to total undergraduate student population 

I I Persistence rates 

I I Graduation rates 

I I Separation of fiill & part-time students 



Demographics (e.g. gender, ethnicity, residency status, etc.) 

Headcount of all undergraduate students by age 

Class standing percentages (e.g. freshman, sophomore, etc.) 

Other (please list) 

3) Does your institution provide student services '^specifically to serve the 
traditional degree seeking undergraduate student population? 

• Yes • No 

If so, what services are provided? 

• A "new-traditional student center' 

• Advising 

• Counseling services 

• Tutoring services 

• Peer Mentoring 

• Study skills workshops 

• Child care services 

• Financial aid 

• Other (please list) 

• 
• 
• 
• 
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Historical Perspective 

1) How long has your institution collected data on new-traditional students? 

• Data not collected 

I I 1 year 

• 2 years 

1 I 3 years 

• 4 years 

I I 5 or more years 

2) What process, if any, did your institution use to define new-traditional students 
(i.e. was it a team or committee e^ort, based on research, based on information from 
other universities, etc.) 

3) What rationale did your institution use for creating the criteria you use in 
defining new-traditional students? (i.e. why did you choose the criteria you did?) 

4) What justification did your institution use in creating the student services you 
now provide? (i.e. why was it important to create the services?) 

5) What is your institution's approximate budget for new-traditional student 
services? 
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6) What percentage of your degree-seeking undergraduate student population do 
you consider *^ew-traditional?'* 

% 

7) What is your total undergraduate (degree and non-degree seeking) student 
population? 

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or issues you think I should address as I 
work in this area? 

Thank you for your input!!! The data you have provided is considered confidential and 
will be used ONLY within the context of this thesis. It WILL NOT be released to any 
other person or entity. The information will be used to evaluate how new-traditional 
students are defined in order to make reconunendations for changes to this definition at 
the University of Arizona and creation of student services for this population. 

Please indicate your desire to have a copy of my completed results. 

• I would like a copy of the results. 

Please mail the copy to the following address: 

Name: 

Institution: 

Address: 



New-Traditional Student organizations 
Contact Findings 

Berkeley No 
R^S^sSoent 
Services Helen lolwson 

Florida 
Yes No Yes Non-Traditional 

Student Services Arlene Hooks 
Volunteer 
Coordinator 

niinoif 
No 

Pat Moray 
No known program 

Iowa No No No Susan Assouline 
Non-traditiona 1 
population is teens 

Michigan State No -

Non-Traditional 
Student 
Oritanization 

Darryl Pettway 

Midiiftan No . . 
Gloria Taylor 
Myma Raycor 

No known program 

Minnesota No 
Undergraduate 
Admissions 

No known program 

Missouri No • 

Laura Packard No known program 

North Carolina No No Yes Herb Davis 
Most served 
through Continuing 
Education 

Ohio State Yes No Yes 
Continuing 
Education -
University CoUeKe 

Carol Ventresca 

Texas A & M Yes No Yes 
Department of 
Student Life Tracey Forman 

Utah No - -

Non-Traditional 
Student 
Organization 

Christopher Patch 
Part-time student 
coordinator 

VirKinia No Aaron Laushway 

Washington Yes Yes Yes Educational 
Outreach 

VikkiDay 

WiKonsin No 
Undergraduate 
Admissions Keith White 

/ 



Criteria & Services 
Item #1 - Criteria 

Florida 23 2-3 - Parent - married 

Ohio State 25 5 - - - - - -

Tex A&M 24 Worked 
before entry 

Full time Married or 
parent 

Indicated 
but not 
specified 

Veteran, 
active or 
retired 

Caring for parent 
I^tance learner 

Disability 

Washington 
" 

- - - - - -

Whoever is in the degree 
evening program (75 

credits required) 

Item #2 - Reported Data 

Florida N - - - - - - • 

Ohio State N - - - - - - - -

TexA&M N - - - - • - - -

Washington Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y -



Item #3 - Student Services 

Florida Y N Y N N N Y N N 
Family 

Housing 

Ohio State Y N Y N Y N Y N N Career Services 

TexA&M Y Y Y Y N N N Y N 
Orientation 

Publication of 
Services 

Washington Y N Y Y Y N Y N N -

Historical Perspective 
Item #1 Data Collection Duration 

Florida 1 

Ohio State Data Not Collected 

Tex A & M 5 or more 

Washington 5 or more 

i 



Item #5, #6, & #7 - Budget, Student Population 

Florida $3,000/semester 35 34,000 

Ohio State $350,000 (part of 
ContinuinK Ed) 

25 37,000 

Tex A & M $9,000/yr 11 33,000 

Washington Unknown Unknown Unknown 



102 

APPENDIX I 

New Traditional Student 
Identification Form 

Name: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

E-mail address: 

New traditional students have imique needs relative to their enrollment at the 
university. In order to better address your academic goals and create services 
that meet your needs as a student, please identify your personal characteristics 
by checking the boxes of those characteristics that best identify you. (Check as 
many as apply.) 

I: 

• am primarily self-supporting 

married/living with significant partner 

am a parent or financially responsible for another person/family 
member 

I 
I 
I 

I 
'• 

consider myself a new traditional student 

(please indicate why) 
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Please indicate services you would like to see offered "specifically" to new 
traditional students at the University of Arizona. (Check all that apply.) 

• A "new-traditional student center 

• Advising 

• Counseling services 

• Tutoring services 

• Peer Mentorii\g 

• Study skills workshops 

• Child care services 

• Financial aid 

• Other (please list) 

How would you like to be referred to? 

• New Traditional Student 

• Non Traditional Student 

• Re-Entry Student 

CD Other 

Please: 

^^^^^ub t̂̂  j 

Or send your completed form to: 

Office of New Traditional Students 
Student Union 
PO Box 210017, Room 353 
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